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- Based in large part on the survey results, the Advisory Committee made &

~ Attached is the fu]] report of the Advisory Committee on Community Coi- o

T ’ ' : K G SA - )
. | 4 | RDON WISON _

WMWW@YM

January 20, 1975

: A
. .
5 . .

-

. Governor Daniei J. Evans and . , .
Members of the "1975 Legislature y ‘ I

. \\: )

-~ I am p]eased o transmit to you the report prepared by the Advrsory Com-
mittee on Community College Collective Bargaining.- This report is the
result of Senate Resoiution 74-271" adopted in April, 1974,

Senate Resolution 74-271 directed the Senate Committee on Higher Educa-
tion, with/the cdoperation of the Senate Committée gp Labor, to study
.the question of faculty relations in the” community

spec1a1 emphasis on. co]]ective bargaiqing

-

Tlege system w1th .

\

The Senate Steering Committee, made up of three members of the Higher
Education Committee. and two members of the Labor Committee, prepared a ﬁ;\

study design to carry out the provisions of the Resolution. Pursuant .
to'the design an Advisory Committee was formed with membership from ¢ . :
the community college system.' The Advisory Committee was chaired by o “(’\
former Senators John Ryder and John” Petglgh S

In fulfilling its assigment, the Advisory Committee.met nine times . -
and -conducted & survey of almost 6, 500 community col\§ge faculty, trus-. *
tees, students, presi ents,.and administrators. . e

~ ten recommendations. The major recommendation calls for the’ replacement
of the Comfiunity_ College Professional Negotiations Law with a collective..
, bargaining Taw designed specifically for community colleges. Bargaining .
" should be conducted at the local level under the recommendations. The
Advisory Committee be]ieved .that these two key recommendatidns are neces-
sary 1f the system is to continue to meet its responsibilities under the 1
.. Community College Act of 1967. ‘ s

» *

lege Colleetive Bargaining for your consideration.

[} Q.. - . . ",

) c Respectfully sobmitted, , : <
"«COMMITTEE ON HIGHER DUCATION

Chairman

GS:ph ;
. CC: Presigents, CORP, Faculty Associations Trustees and Administrators
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. DAT ) Jaquary TQ, 1975 . . B
] . TO « . Senate Steering Committee on Commun1ty Co]]ege .
o0 Col?ectlve Bargaining g ,‘_ o
o ' ' Sena*or Gordon Sandison, Cha1rman ‘ g
‘g \u/Senatcr Gary Grant .
- . Senator Sam Guess / . -
. . Senator Dan Marsh ' ' ,
Senator Jim-Matson ‘ o
!Q§OM; Adwisory Committee on. Commun1ty Co?]ege Co]lect1ve<Barga1n1ng .

i

SUBJECT: - Recommendatxons and Summarvaeport

. ' .
* - ~ . " r -

L 4

Enclosed for your review are fhe recommeﬁﬂ’t1ons of the Advisory Com-

mittee in response to Sefiate Resolution 74-271, and the Study -Design =~
. * . adopted by the Senate Higher Education Committee to implement that
g *. =resolution. In addition to the recommendations this report contains
nartative statements which were deve]oped to outline the historic and .
philosophical censiderations on whica the positions were based. Also
~attached are the results of the questionnaire survey which went to all
elements. of the community college system. . 2 ;

The Adv1sorer6mm1ttee met eight times to ful1fill theﬁ§e5pons1b1l1t1es
assigned by the Steering Committee. ‘The Committee discussions centered .
on an examination of the current situation with respect to the community
college collective bargaining’and also to consider barga1n1nd§procedura1
,- alternatives. One of thése meetings was devoted to hearing spokespersons °

of the two major faculty organizations, the trustees association, and .
,the community college . rasidents. .
The results of the quest1qnna1re have provided insights into the vwews g
of various eYements of the community college system. An extreme]y good
response to. the questionnaire was received, with nearly 60 percent of
all categories responding. The exception was part-time faculty, where

N - there wds slightly Tess than a 18 percent response. Presumab]y, distri-
bution problems affected the response from that category. “However, the
response was supstant1a1 enough sq that specif1c references have been

’ . made where appropriate in the report. N } v
- JAB:pb L (
[ S - L - :
1 Q . ‘
| IERJj: ' .

e sxsumvxz BUILDING _ OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98504 TELEPHONE: (206) 753-6826
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S ADVISORY COMMITTEE .
ON_COMMUNITY COLLEGE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

"RECOMMENDATIONS . ,

¢ - . . .. ) ’
1. The Advisory -Committee recommends that the current Community

College Professional Negotiations Act be replaced by a collective _
bargaining law designed specifically for community célleges. . Y

?

2. The Committee, while recognizing that bardaining is a bilateral
.process at the local! level, urges that the LegisiatuPe define the
role of the State Board in"the hargaining process. - .
~ . 3. The Committee recommends that the phrase "to bargain collectively"
be defined as the performance of the mutual ocbligation of the .
employer and- the representative of the employees to meet.at reason-
able times and confer in good faith with respect to-wages, hours,
and other terms and conditions of egployment,* or the negotiation
of an agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the exe- -

S cution of a written contract incorporating any agreement 'reached,if
requested by either party, but such obligation does not' compel
. either party to-agree -to.a. proposal or-require the makingof a_.. . _- - .
K concession. - .
. Matters not specifically within the seope of collective bargaining s

should be subject to governance procedures and, furthermore, the
, Advisory Commitiee strongly urges that workable governance struc-
. . - tures be developed on‘each campus so as to include all components
- of the campus community. N T
SR 4. The Comhittee recognizes that facu}ty, including librarians and
counselors. should be in the bargaining unit; however, the oppor-
. tunity to bargain--either in the faculty bargaining unit or in a
v separate unit--should be available to department/division chairmen
and administrators. Part-time facuTty should be assumed to be i
1qg]ﬂded in the faculty bargaining-unit unless that group votes''to
fonq a separate.baqgaining unit. -

5. The Committeé recommén&s i?;; students should be given the oppor-
tunity to express their opinions about the impact of negotiable
.items on the‘learning(experiencg. .

// 6. Since the eurrent Professional Negotiations Law does not'provide
for thé selection and certification of bargaining representatives, . .
the Cormittee recommends that procedures for the selection and
certification of bargaining representatives be included in the new
Law. .

~

* See Appendix D, "Subjggts of Bargéining", . . .

%
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7. The Committee recommends that the rights and ‘obligations of acaderﬁic’

employees and the coHege districts should-te clearly defined.in
* the new Law. . W N .

o

.

8. The. COmrmttee reconmends that the Act define unfair 1aboi' practmes
. for, academic emprloyees and the college districts. L

9'. The Commi ttee reconmends “that 1mpasse rescﬂutwn procedures, inclu-
ding. med1at1on, fact-finding,‘arb1tr&tien be defined and de scheduled.

10. Seyera} agencies are now available which:might administer a collec-
tive bargaining dct for community colleges .and therefore ‘the Com-
L m1ttee reconmends that a new agency not be created.

osnc.-,’ngm/m Lo A v e

\

\ ' .
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; ! ‘ . Poiicy statements addressed'to the Senate éesoiution 1974-271 ’ -t

A .. "NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, By-the Senate, that the Committes
:\ . “on Htghez' Education be requésted to conduci: a study of thzs i8sue,
v Ly 1n01ud1ng, but not szzted to: - . |

(1 ) The umque proceee of faculty negotwtwna at the cormrumty ;
coZZege vevel in Zzght of the dhal authortty atructure of the system;" :

o , " The process of'faculty negotiations at the community co]lege level is

L " j indeed compiicated and frustrated by the dual authority structure of the ° .

) . comminity college system. Specificaily, the Compunity College Act of

N 1967, and thereafter amerded, out]ines(the responsibilities of both:

local boards of trustae$ and the State'Board for Community CoTlege .
Education. The responsibilities of the State'Board for ‘Community College :
Education and the respective local boards of trustees are not mutuaily )
exclusive. e consequence of this lack of exclusivity is that both
boards have. jurisdiction on some items thereby creating two ]eve]s of

, poiicy\setting authornity. - » ¢ .

4, The presené Professional Negotiations Act ca]]s for' negotiations to be :
, conducted at the local Tlevel, - PR ,
* 0 ((The questionnaire resuits indicate that 64% of the responses
favored negotiations .at this level See Appendix E2)) . e
.~  The Advisory Committee on Coiiective Bargaining feels. this»is the appro-
priage arena: for bargaining to take place, but the parties to bargaining
are rustrated, particularly from:a faculty point of view, when local
boa ds cannot agree to certain, items without having them revieyed and
possibly modified or denied by the State Board for Community College
Education.. Even under a traditional collective bargaining bil1-, there-
would be significant problems ¢reated by this dual authority structure.
/While the Advisory Committee believes that many of the significant ’
// problems with the current Professional Negctiations Act car be remedied
with a new collective bargaining bil1 fér the community colleges, there,
s .+ will continue to be“complicatiops and frustrations under -the present
. * state system of ‘governance.

. N ’” . N
It is the view of the Committee tHat this situation can be‘remedied b%"
collective bargaining legislation that provides for agreements betwee
local boards of trustees and faculty organizations to be binding unless
found to be invalid by a court of law. It is not workable for other
. state agencies to have authority to modify or deny written agreements or, -

policies dealing with bargainable issues based upon their own inter-
pretation. B , b
Recommendation No. 1. Therefore, the Advisory Committee recommends that-
the current Community College Professional Negotiations Act be ,
» -replaced by a collective bargaining law designed specifically for
community coileges. ° , -
. { .

-
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"(2) The appropriate roles of trustees, administrators, and nego-
‘tiating units in the commnity college district,. as.well as that of the
State-Board fbr”Cbmmunity¢C@ZZege Education; and" - ~. ° /
S04 . - . .
! The Community College Act, of 1967 calls for each community college to
gstablish programs which are necessary and relevant to the cpmmunity
; . being served. Indeed, the very ‘nature of thé, cotmunity college philosophy |

focuses attention on the community and its educational needs for all N
persons: eighteen-years of age and qlder. The suécess of the college N/
* requires that each campus have maximum autonomy Wt in a‘coordinated/ - - .

system of community colleges. ~ Consistent with this phi}osophy, colleges -
must be free to change and to modify thejr program offérings in ligﬁt of
the changing needs of their communities and the citizens who attend4 :
_Local boards of trustees -have the responsibility to establish policjes
' which lead to the achievement of these objéctives. Loca dmiffistrators
p and faculty are called upon to assist in the formulation and: hq_iﬂple- s
mentation. of these policies. This local approach to policy de eldément
-and implementation is critical to the charge and the success of th
S community college system.” In order to preserve the ‘very. nature ofrthe.
e community colleges and tp_enhance meaningful collective bargaining, the ©
. * .. ultimate responsibility for thé operation of the respective institutions
Y must reside at. the local level.” The State Board for Commupity-College
) Education and the Attorney General's Office should attempt to interpret "
Jegislative intent but local boardssy not the State Board for Community. ‘
College Education,=must be held atcountable for carrying out such|intent’

N as it relates to bargainable issues.. . P 3

.. The State Board for Community College Education has broad authorlty'for ‘ !
: . s managing the community colleges of the state. Pérhaps the most signifi-
) . cant problem is the conflict between statutory provisions; on theone,,
g hand, the State Board for Community College Education has the reséonsi—
. bility to mapage and.to be held accountable for the operation of qhe \\ -
\ . -system, and on the other hand, -the local boards of trustees have respon- : .
. sibility to provide maximum educailgza] opportunities.at the local\level
¥ J within the resources availablie to m. .The Advispry Committée under-
B - . stands-and appreciates that legislative jnteﬁt can better be implemented
- g ., by a streng centralized authority. However, any such strong centralized
“authority, when exercised, will-at leastﬂinhibit, and at worst undermine,
% *meaningful collective bingainihg at the ‘Tocal level. The alternative
would seem to be collective bargaining by. the faculties of the community
(colleges of this state with the State Board for Community College Educa-
X tion. While such an arrangemeft may seem. Simpler and more orderly, it .
~ ‘ would be detriméntal to the individual colleges and their reason for - ;gx\\\

r L]

‘ existence. Moving codlective bargaining to the state level necessitates
® . a statewide salary-schedule. If all dconpmic matters for both profes-
. sional and classified personnel were handled at the state level, the
- S . role of.local boards of trustees would become largely ceremonial and
) only advisory in nature. When the staffs of community colleges feel
\ ' that their employer resides in the capital ci%y rather than in the local

1

| | | ‘ |

>
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community, then loyalties and'commitmgmts will ultimately shift/dway

e
i . |
from the local communityfand severely thfeaten the “community nature! of
Sour community college system. Therefore; the best“solution appears to
"+, . +" _be one which places the maximum autonomy at the Jocai level. .
. : : iy v A

» -~

<
3
\.

:/,f , ‘T6~fhi§ end-\the Committee: makes several recommendations: .

N . r e
Recommendation No..2. The Committee, while recognizing that bargaining
’ iy 1s a bilateral process at_the local Jlevel, urges that the Legis-
{ . ;Qagure define’:the role 6f‘;pe State Board in the.bargaining process.

. U3 Recommendation No. 4. The Committee reééénfgg;é%hat faculty, including
. . 11brarians andtounselors, should be 1in .the bargaining unit;
MR ‘howevery” the opportunity to bargain--either in the faculty
-~ bargaining unit or in a.separate unit--should be available
: 'f . to department/division chairmen and administrators. .Part-time
faculty should be assumed to-be included in the faculty bargaining -
ufit ug}ess that grdup votes to form a separate bargaining unit.
—_ - Reédmméndatitn No. 6. Since the current Profeésional Negotiations Law
/ does not provide for the selection and ceirtification of bargaining
: . representatives, the Committee recbmmends that procedures for the
selection and certification of bargaining ﬁhp?esentativé& be

included in thg new Law ) oL Y

w

¢ - .Recoymendation No. 7.t;Thg-C 1ttee‘récom@ends that the rights and
obligations of academic/employees and ‘the college.districts
should be clearly defined in the new law.. 4’

Recommendation’ No. 8. The.Committee recommends that the Act”define
0N g?fai¥.1abon practices” for*academic employees and the college
strict. N - .

' ' b
. - -t _— .
oA Recommendation No. 10. Several agencies are .now available which might
, adminigter a collective bargaining act for community colleges -
< and therefore thé Committee recommends that a new agency not -
¢ . be created. ) N

* "(3) The question of the possible state interest ‘%in a statewide
galary. s¢hedule; and" N ' :

- The Advjéoky Committee on Collective Bargaining believes that a statewide
salary schedule for community colleges would not be consistent with the
philosophy of the qoﬁmunity college system or with sound governance

. procedures at the Tocal level. : >
\ ((The questionnaire results indicate that 47% of t?e respon-
. ses favored a statewide salary schedule for community college
Eg§g1ty, whereas 50% were against-a schedule. See Appendix
4 ! F
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The Cemmxttee;tecognizes that there is/a—dispar1ty in the Qalar1es
provided community college personnel. ‘This disparity has bzen created
*in part by successful negotiations by some faculty organizations; 1t has
been perpetuated'and even enhanced by percentage salary increases pro- ,

_vided by the legislature during the last four years; it is the result of(

a community coTlege 'system made up of old institutions as well as rela-

" and experience varies considerably from-institution to institution, A
recent years, the matter of disparity-has been dqmonstrated by comparing
the average salary paid at a given institution with the-average.salaries
"‘paid at other institutions in the community college system.. While this
comparispn is one indication of disparity; .it does notvtake into account
many of the factors 1dent1fied above. P . C

, tivelymnew institutions; and- it is also caused by faculty whose traiz}gg’

Any system for adm1nstering a statewide sa]ary schedule would logically
‘carry with it standards for workload, number of contract days, office
hours, and other relevent indicators of work. To put all of these
factors into ann set of statewide, standards could be detrimental to the
- managembnt of the institutions and place unnecessary constraints on both
boards “of trustees and faculty organizatidns. .
. It could be detrimental because lpeal boards of trustees and aémin-
istrators may no longer have -flexibility in the management of the1r
resources. It may also be very difficult for institutions to ‘change
their programs and the usesot their resources in response to Ioca1
educationa] needs. . - .,

S » . 5
f* At present, salaries and benefits of c]ass1f1ed personnel are cohtrolled
by the Higher Education Personnel Board. Moreover, salaries, wages and
fringe benefits for all personnel now amotnt to @pproximately 82%-90% of
an institution's budget. If a standard .salary schedule along with
standard workload definitions were implemented on a statewide basis,
there would be Tittle left to discuss at the bargaining table. In
short, a statewide salary schedule would provide for equity, but such
equity would be gained at the expense of local management flexibility,.
institutional responsiveness, and dec1s1on making which is re]gxant to
local needs and conditions,

~

-
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" confer" provision is now apparently unacceptable to faculty groups.

- 'broad in the interest of full facuity participation in decision making.

Policy sfatements addressed to;po]iqy~questions in the study desién
of SR 74-271 & D

L]

a. Does the presént professional negotiations law for community col-
leges need to be reyised? ° , ’ 8 ’ T

. N 1

The. Advisofy Committee on Co]]ectjve.BEFEafﬁ?ng believes that the current

_Professional Negotiations Law for Community Golleges is nc longer adequate.

While it is pFobably pessible; by extensive admendments, ito alter the .
present: law in such a way fhat it would be more acceptable to the parties
of negotiations, this i< not a practical solutiom. On the basis of its
investigation, the Advisory Committee has concluded that thefe Vs insuf- :
ficient confidence in the current law and that a new community college ol .
col]qctive bargaining law would be preferable. . ‘
Results of the questionnaire, which the Committee used as a part of the
investigation, indicate that all élements of the community college - .
system %34%) favor a new bargaining law exclusively'tor the community- -
college system. The second choice (21%) was a higher education . bill
which would dnclude two and four year institutions. Third choice (16%) .
wasito favor a comprehensive bill which would, cover all levels of edu- °
ation. . N . . .
: - . . J’ R " ~ t ’ " - '
b.  What. fundamental differences exist between the current community °
.college professional negotiations statute and model collective ‘.
bargaining law?. . " ( S : ) .

k]

=

A _fundamental difference which exists between the curpent comminity -
college professional negotiations statute and mofg traditional collective
bargaining laws has to do with the scope of negotiations. The scope of
the current Professional Negotiations Act includes, but is not limited
to, clirriculum, textbook selection, in-service training, student teach-
ing programs, personnel, hiring and assignment practices, leaves of
absence, salaries and salary schedules and nmon-instructional duties.
This scope is considerably broader than exists in traditional collective
bargaining legislation. In past years. this scope has generally been
acceptable to facylty bardaining units, as well as boards of trustees.
Faculty. bargaining upits traditjonally favor broad scope: Boards of
trustees have foupd this scope to be acceptable because they have not
been required by law to reach agreement, but rather ¢quld adopt policy
after receiving "the considered professional judgment of the acddemic
staff prior to the final adoption! of proposed policies. The "meet and

Herein lies the dilemma on,the issue of scope. Faculty bargaining units -
desire to bargain on a broad list of topics in order tc have more impact

on district policy. They- believe that boards of trustees should not

just be required to receive the considered professional judgment of the

academic staff, but rather they should be required to reach agreement on

all bargainable issues and that.the scope of such issues shauld remain )

"\




. "‘4‘;( ‘\- . . . '
'_Boards of", trustees belieVéchat the scope of callective bargaining .

. ouﬁ their 1egaJ{ob11b§t19ns-a§ a-bqarp‘ds‘seriouslyrthreatened. . &L

' o4 T
Recommendation No. 3. The Conmittee recommends .that the phrase” “to bar- s

- When necessary,.but believe strongly that they must ultimately make =

.
-, @~ &
3 . L
Y v

.-
~,

€

should be consistent with traditional c617ective bargaining legislation,

that s, salaries, workload, insurance, retirement and other:such Fringe .
benefits. Trustees feel that.if they are required to reach®agreement on .
all of . the topics listed_in the current law, then their ability to carry s

gain collectively" be defined as the performance of the mutual
obYigation of the ‘employer and the representative of the employées
tp meet at resondble times and confer in good faith with respect to @
wages, hours, and other terms and -conditions of emp]oyment, or the
negotiation of an agreement, or any question aris%¥g thereunder,

and the execution of a WPft%Qﬁ contract ‘incorporating any agreement

reached if requested by either party, but such obligatioh does not .. -
compe] either party. to agree.to a proposal or require the making of « - -
- a concessfon. " . o+ 4 ot PR

Matters not specifically within the scope of collective bargaining .
~$hould be subject to governance procedures and, furthermore, the
' Advisory Committee strongly.urges that workable governance struc-
. tdres.be developed on each campus so as to include all components -

of the campus community./l

7
N

/ % 7/
S.

Another matter of considerable concern to itrustees is the prospect of
disputes ultimately being\resolved by a thipd party when scope is as
broad as“it is .in the Professional Negotiat

2SS 1 Hations Act. Trustees -are
supportive of mediation, fact finding and even v

oluntary arbitration,

final judgment consistent with the mission of the ffistitution and in th

“interest of the public and the sgudén;s-héingifervgd.‘ :
s A - SR .

A second ‘major difference betwaen more traditional’ collective bargaining

acts and the current Professional Negotiations Law is in the matter of . ..

dispute resolution. The Professional Negotiations Act provides for the CEy

use of impasse -committees, but does not provide for any other méchanisms ¥

for resolving disputes., The Advisory -Committee ‘believes that a series

of procedures should be defined and. the parties shoufq'be obligated to

follow such steps withi? a reasoﬁ§b1e time schedule. ““An alternative to

defining such steps in law would be to require.local boards and faculty ‘

organizations to work out their own methods for dispute re§o1ut19n and

have them included ih an agreement for specific period of time. - .

[N

Lo . . CL : ey

/1 The Committee agreed.that scope must*be,éd&ressed’if a celTective
bargaining bill were\%q\be drafted and suygested this for consid-
eration. Experts contend that “terms and conditions of employment”
is sufficiently broad to allow the.concerned parties to negotiate
matters to which they have been accustomed.  See Appendix D - memo.. *
on subjects of bargaining under'N.L.R:* Act~ds it has been inter-

, preted by the National Labor Relations Board-.and the courts.

—
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e. What ave thedifferences betueen local and state boards in their
.. abilities to,implement the, professional negotiations law?

5 s

. The State Board for Community.College.Education is not mentionéd in,the
' Professional Megotiations Law. That law, 28B.52.010, has-as its purpose
",..the establishmegt of orderly methods of communicafion between. aca-
demic employses and the community college districts b which they are
employed."™ Localiboards of trustees have the authority as well as the
. rebponsibi]itxftoimeet and confer and negotiate with, the delegated
representatives of the fdculty. This prdtess may be.reduced to writing
- upon the request 0;,either party and may-constitute arwritten contract
that will not exceed three years, ,
s 6 ’ . . A P . , .. . . N
As suggestgd’gérlfer, this process is made more difficult because the
Community.College Act.of 1967 gives broad financial controls to the
State.Bdard for Community College~Education; consSequently, they may- ' |
review and modify local budgets, Greenwood v. State.Board for Community
Collgges, 82 Wn. .2d 667,513 P.2d 57(1973). Tﬁq State Board for Commun=-’
ity College Education Has tended to utilize this: authority by adoﬁting
guidelines within which local negotiations may take place. This author-,
ity is granted by the Community College Act‘but puts definite restric- .
tions on the.neégotiations process and consequently frustrates both,
parties at the bargaining table. In summary,.only local boards of
_trustees can impTement the Professiional Negqtiations Law; the State
T ‘Board for Comimnunity College Education seems to have authority to restrict
the nature of such negotiations and probably.modify the agreements
resulting from such negotiations, . ; -

R
d. . Do local boards have sufficient statutofy,authority? o

Based upon the statement in paragraph c. above, it is the opiniop of the
Advisory Committee that local boards do. not have sufficient statutory.

. authority relative to collective bd?giining: Perhdps it would be more .
accurate to state that the authority that they do have can be restricted -
or modified by another-level of government in ways which inhibit and
frustrate the process. ' It: {s the opinion of the committee that this
basic dilemma can be solved With a diffgrent co]jective bargaining bill
if the probiem of the diual authority structure is recognized. The .
solution to this problem will necessitate less state level. authority and

_contro] over bargainable issues with the responsibility for collective .

“bargaining being placed at the local lével. It is the opinion of the

Committee that the charge of/ the community college’System, by virture of
the actywhich astablished the system, strongly suggests that the mission

. of tbez;espective institutions can only e effectjvely carried out with

. Jocat authority and local responsibility, as is now true in the common
.,Z>’schyol system(}x . "

((The questionnaire results indicate that 64%‘df the respén-
».ses favored negotiations at the local level; 32% were in
. favor of negotiations at the state level, See Appendix E2))

3
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.- appedr. to be neutral and

e. To what degree would a statewide salary schedule enhance or inﬁ?bit

profesaional negotiations? - o

The Advisory Committee believes that a statewide saiary,schedu]e‘for‘
community.colledge professional employees would jnhibit negotiations.

({The questionnaire responses indicate that.47% of the

responsas favored a statewide salary schedule; 50% were

against. ~ See Appendix E2)) - '
A statewide system of salary administration would logically be admin-
istered by a state agency. ~Such is already the case with all classified
employees in the community college system. .If there is to bé a reason-
able.process for collective bargaining at the local level, then economic
matters must be a part of that process. Many educational policy matters
. which appear not to have economic consequences do, in fact, require

modifications in a local budget. Virtualiy all matters which relate to -

programs and services-invq]ve\personne] where salaries .and other economic .
matters immediately come into play. _Shou]d all écpnomic questions
regarding personnel be adminstered at the state level, then there would

be very 1ittle flexibility in local decision making or in collectiye s
bargaining. Without responsibility for salary administration apd related
workload matters, loca] boards would have little with which to_bargain.
Such a process would, surely frustrate faculty organizations in their
efforts to improve salaries and related working conditions.

It is true thdt all bargaining, including salary maé%ers, could be

handled on a statewidée basis and the negotiations process could be
carried on at that level, but for reasons found in several pplaces in

this statement such_a process would severely limit the ability of local
colleges to manage their institutions in the most.appropriate manner in
Tight of local needs. It is the view of the Advisory Committee that-a .
plan for statewide administration of salary would not be in the interest
of local colleges, local fdculty organizations, or to the students and
community .being served. -

<% I '
f. -How effective are the present mechanisme for settling disputes?

. Probably the single most important weakness of the current Professional
Negotiations Law is its mechanism for settling disputes. The present
method calls for the Director of* the State Board for Community College

. Education to (1) determine whether, in fact, an impasse exists, and ?2)

if in'his judgmant an impasse .does exist, appoint an impasse committee

to.carry out a mediation function. The Advisory Committee has concluded
that an impasse -resolution mechanism should not be established by the

State Board for Community College Education, primarily because it has

management responsibility for the system. It is extremely difficulty.

for the staff of the State Board for Community College Education to ~

e ) 3 Sarticipate in iMpasse resolutioh when they

. have such significant management responsibility. The Advisory Committee

L
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believes that a collective bargaining bill should call for. the resolu-
tion of dibputes in'one of two ways: (1) define ip law the procedures
for impasse resolution; or (2) allow for the procedures which govern
. dispute resolution to be negottatéd at the local level by the parties
~_to negotiations. In this case, if the parties were unable to agree on
impasse rbsojution procedures, resolution could bé handied by an outside
_arbiter or a“panel of arbiters agreed upon by the parties. Recent
experience with impasse resolution and strikes in the community-college
system suggests that,federal medtation has been one successful avenue to
dispute resolution. This avenue would;be possible under either (1) or
(2)"{dent1fied above: 4, :

Recommendation No. 9. +Therefore, tﬁé Committee recommends that™impasse,
mediation, fact-finding, arbitration and any other dispute reso-
lution procedure be defined and be scheduled.s -

g- What is the appropriate role, if any, for students in the,bargc‘z‘in-
2 ( : A -

ing. process? R S,

Collective bargaining has always been a bilatéral,processf ‘The parties -

to-the process are always employees and employers. Traditionally ‘the
consumer has had no part-to play in collective bargaining, even though
the result-of such bargaining may result “in higher priges, inflatton,
and other factors of deep concern to the consumer. This tradition in
bargaining has carried over to the public sector in its relatively bripf
history of collective bargaining, The parties at the bargaining tabl
have been employees and employers. The results of the questionnaire
distributed by our Committee would indicate that, with the exception of
students, all other pérsons reprasented in the community college system
believe that stydents ‘should not be included in the bargaining process.

" ((The quest‘lonnaira results indicate that 77% ofl the -~
responses belieyed that students should not be include

in the bargaining process. See Appendix E2)) o :

This view 15 consistent nationally with the tradition of higher educa-

tion co]lectivefbargaining. o ‘ '

The Advisory Comnittee, however, is-mindful of scme important differ-
ences in the public sector which may merit further consideration on the
issue of student participation in the collective bargaining process.
Educational institutions exist for students. Students pay tuition and.
fees’ at the beginning of a ‘term and have every right,to expect, that
their term will be, completed and they will be able to earn £redit in all
courses for which they have enrolléd. Work slowdowns wor stoppages
and strikes have somewhat greater consequences to students than they
have to the ‘consumer in the private sector. For these reaﬁbns the 2
Advisory Committee believes that students do have a direct interest in
the outcome. of E;e collective bargaining process igl igher educatjon.

. R ; _ B ,

g

16

v




~
Fi}

They should not be participants in the bargaining process but their roie
as observers could bé a constructive influenge on_the parties and could
contribute to safeguarding sound educational decisions ,

Recommendation No. 5. Therefore, the Committee recommends that students
[shouTo be given the oppoptunity to express their opinions about the °
impact of negotiabue items on the learning experience.

a

2

kul. What ave the similarities between four-year schools and communi ty
~coZZeges regarding i:hew formal bargaining processes? 7

Tﬁefaov1sory Committee did not indertake. a specific inquiry into the
question ©f .the similarities and differences between the community

. cbllege system and. the four year public colleges and universities. This

questi&b -does, however, deserve some attention; as .indicated by the
requﬁse to the questionnaire: the second choice of respondents for
legistation-was a combined cdmmunity college and four year'faculty

. ¢collective bargaining procedure. . .

-
Since historically the community colleges have had close ties with the
K-12 system and inherited the K-12 professional negotiation procedures,
this vote may be a bit surprising to some. However, it appears that
since the establishment of the community college- system in 1967 the
clear intent that it be part of the postsecondary system has become
fact. Undoubtedly one of the reasons for this is. that most new faculty
members have not taught in the common school system and therefore their
ailegiences flow toward the colleges and universities./

But in spite of this affinitive of common “dentity, the rationale for
including the community colleges and the four year institutions in the
same collective bargaining bi1l denies some significant differences.
First, the community colleges have operated with a formal professional
negotiations procedure since their inception. The four year schools do,

. not have such statutory authority and have primarily relied upon the

traditional faculty senate and faculty committee models for influencging
decision-making. Secondly, although bath systems are funded on formulas
the foriulas are not similar, which is. appropriate to the distinct -
differences _in the missions of the two systems. , Thirdly, appropriations
at the four year level are directed to the individual institution; for
the community collegé system a single appropriation is made to the state
board which then aiiocates to the institutions.

These fundamentai differences, between the two and four year institutions

indicate that it is inappropriate at this time to consider a combined
community college and four year faculty collective bargaining bill.

o
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By.Seﬁators Sandison, Marsh, Donohue,
Scott, Metcalf and Odegaard'

WHEREASW “The questlon of dlstrlct faculty relatlons at
the stéte s community colleges has developed as an issue of’
8 multiple interests and considerable legal complexlty, and

" ‘WHEREAS, The standing of community college boards of
trustees vis-a-vis the State Board of Community College Educa-

tion in the-~fi
interpretati
WHEREAS, Legislation adopted in 1973'revising the

Community Cbllege Professional Negotlatlons Act was recognizéd 3
as remedial rather than comprehen81ve, and N

WHEREAS, Consensu .could not be achleved with respect
to the most recent leglslatlve proposal relating to faculty

negotlatlons'

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Byothe Senate, that the f’“*'
Committee on Higher Education be requested’ to conduct a study
of this issue, including, but pot-limited to:

"(1) The unigue process of faculty negotlations at the
community college level, 1n jight of the dual authority strup—
i ture of the system; v, "

(2) The approprlate roles of trustees, administrators,
and negeotiating units in the community college district, as'
well as that of the State Board for

tion; and

(3) Thé question of the possible state 1ntere;> in a e
statewide salary schedule; and M :

'3

BE IT FURTHER RF»OLVED,
: be requested to ‘cooperate in the study, bringing to bear 1ts
‘expertise in the broader field of labor reiatlon5p1n general,

and

BE IT FURTHER RﬁgaLVED, That the Committee on Higher
{ Education be authorized to hold hearings, take testimony, and
seek the expression of views from the full range of interests
on this issue; and |

o’
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b <« BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,/That the Committee on Higher
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. , 4 R * fourth Leglslature. -
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. " Senate §igher Education
. - N : . L. Committee
L . . . - Adopted: June 7, 1974

. » stboveDESIGN T R ‘ A

SUBJECT: SR 74-271 - Community College Professional Negot%ations- S /

PURPOSE : , e L N . S

: Tolrevwew procedures and rights re]Stxng to professional negotiations ' o
- ?r collective bargaining for faculties of the various community col- .
’ eges.

Lt 4 » | .~

-

} BACKGROUND:

In 1965 the legislature enqﬁﬁed professional négotiation rights and
procedures for the state's K-14 teachers. When the state community
college system-was created in 1967, those wrights and procedures were
extended to coimunity college district faculty., 4 ;
Professional.- negotiations for community colleges have been under almost b v
continuous s;#dy by both the community college system and the Légis- \
\ Tature since 1967.- In 1971, a separate statute identical to the 1965
provisions for common schools.was established for the community college
- system. In 1973, the' Legislature made several remedial changés to the
& Community College Professional Negotations Act as developed and- endo ,
sed by faculty, trustee and presidential representation. This -remedial
Iegislation did not alter the scope.of -negotiations, but did provide
certain clarification in the administrat1ve procedures, and instituted |
" flexibility in the impasse processes.” - -

el There is-an essential organizational difference betweén the community
//a“§§£a§ ) " college system and the common schools, although the two are similar in
that each district. fn both retains administrative responsibility for °

+ {ts educational programs. The 1967 Community College Act established

. ° a local board of trustees for the governing of each community college

o ) ) district and created: the State Board for Community College Education,
; which has broad regulatory and: administrative functions for the system

TN under RCYW 28B.50.090. The State Supreme Coyrt has recently interpre~

ted this section of the code tojnean that the State Board has the .
authority to-amend and/or modify local board decisions regarding bud-

: e getary issues. s . . .

A commun1ty college district derives almost all, of its, funds from the
State Board through a general state appropriation Districts have

¢ been expected to respond to g@neral policies as enacted by the Legis-
N lature and prbmulgated by the State Board. . A Tocal school district

- board, on thé other hand, although receiving substantial -state finan-
. cial support through the-apportionment formula, is responsible for
. the generation of revenues sufficient to maintain the local schools.
K This includes the authority to seek a special levy in excess of gen-
. ‘eral revenues. L

_ REQUIREMENTS: .
~i§ Recommendations due.to the 1975 Regular Session.

-
H

{




‘ Study Design’- 52 74-271 . ’
P’age 2
~ SPECIAL REQUIREMENT: - o
| 3 The Senate Labor Committee is requested to cooperate in the :study -by
the terms of the resolution.
} L]
POLICY QUESTIONS: . # o . i
a. Does the present professional negotiations law for community
5o colleges-need to be revised? . Ce
* ' . b. What fundamental differences exist between, the current 'ccmmunity

ollege professional negotations statute and niodel collective’
bargaining 1aw? = - : —_

c. What are the differences between local and state-bowrds 1 their

) .@ilities to implement: the professional negotiations law? ”
d. Do 1dcal boards have suffic:iel t statutory authorii:y?

e. To what degree yould a Stat'ew le éa'lary séhiédule enhance or jnhibig

professional negotiations?

f.  How effective are the present hiechanisms for settling disputes? _

g. What is thé'appropriate rfﬂe, 1f any, for students in the bar- .

gaining process?

3

h. What are the similarities batween four-yeaf schools and community

colleges regarding their formal bargatning processes?

%

sus-PRoBLEMS: T

t ’ *

H};;t changés have cccurred since 1967 within the community college sys-

tem as a result of professional negotiations as they relate to:

" a. Part-time faculty

s~ b. Internal governapce-faculty senates

(]

8 ‘ ,
c, Temure 4

-

A ) k] . -
METHODOLGGY : !

r ~

It is recommended that the Senate Higher Education Conmittee:

»

L 1. Concentrate on the issue of professional negotiations or colleé- *

tive bargaining at the 'commynfty college level, “deferring an
inquiry at the four-year level until later. :

. 2. Review developments on individual campuées;ince enactment of
- the 1973 anlendments 1;0 the’ professional -nedotiations law.

, 3. Appoint 2 steering committee to undertake this study and direct .

- the steering committe? to:

“f- -, ’




Study Design - SR 74-271
.Page 3

2. Review all available information gathered since the 1973 .
amendments to the Community College Professional Negoti-
ations Act. .

, | . .
. \
. b.  Réview all available 1nf:2m§;;on gathered by the Housesand .
Senate Labor Committees 1t pertains to community coTleges

1niregard to co]]éctivépbargaining and professional negoti-
ations. )

{ . .
, €. Develop a summary of the respective positions of all inter-
P g ested parties of this matter 'at the comunity’ college level.
d. Deve'lofJ alternative legislative recommendations which would.
meet the concerns of .all parties noted in paragraph “c", r
4») The steering committee shall consist of: R
f&@Nama Organization . .

. Chairman ) ‘ Senate ‘H:Ig!}er Education Com{it't.:ee

-

Member (Majority Caucus)

Member {Majority Caucus
Member (Minority Caucus

¢ Member gmnority Caucus§

Liason Member
v staff:
Jim Bricker

Marilyn.Hammond
Jeff Riddle

i it - W )

..Seﬂate Labgr Conmittse .

House Higher E,duc‘at‘lofln Committee

Senate Higher Education Committee
Senate Minority Caucus
Senate ‘Labor Committee .

As ,ap‘propriate, the steering cbmnit‘tce may arrange with the
Attorney General's Office for legal services. . -

5. " The steering committee may establish an advisory committee made
up of representatives of the interested parties to assist «n
identifying problem ‘areas”and stggesting alternative solutions.

The advisory committee* to the steering committee shall consis% of:

! Name

Organization

( .
Citizeh Member's, Co-Chairmen Appointed by Steering Lommittee*

Representative

. - Representative
Representative
Faculty Reps. (three) .

Representative '

t

* " Amended October 5, 1974

State.Board for Community Coliege
+ . Fducation -

~ Tristees Association

President's Council .
Faculty: One from each of the fol-
lowing categories:
1. Department Chairmen
2. Full-time Faculty -
* 3. Part-time Faculty

" Student Government

- K

. e
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The steer1ng cormnttee may request from the Senate Higher ‘Educa-
7 tion Compittee the appointment of additional faculty and dnsti-
tutional representatwes. Such request.must be supported by a,
statement of justification. : .

6. The steering committee; as assisted by the advisory committee,
will periocdically present verba'l or written briefing to the
full corinittee.

«

7. Th’e -steering conmittee is authorized to conduct informal meet-
ings -with institutional representatives and faculty organizations.

8. After the steering committee submits alternative proposals, the
- full committee will hold hearing(s) to which all interested
parties will be invited to testify on the alternative proposals.

8. The full committée will independently pursue the issue of col-
lective bargaining for four-year institutions. The four~year
Council of Presidents and the respective faculty organizations
will be requested to-submit poHcy statements with regard to
collective bargainin)q

—

Estim‘ated Senate Costs: $3,150

Fuli camittee Meeting * $ 0
{assuming no special :
meetings necessary)

Steeting Conmittee ., S
‘(three meetings, 5 members
at $40 @8). - !
- per diem $600 .
o . travel 450 $1,500
Advi sorf\’i%‘mi ttee * ‘ /
_ (five-péetings) "
Cou travel / $1,000 '
L_ : other expenses 300 N
/ . N
Printing, copying, misc. 350
4 T T T . $3,150

. * This cost estimate assumes that advisory committee members' t;ave'l -

expehses, other than for the chairman and staff, vould be absprbed
by the agencies they represent.

Meeting locations, whenever feasibTe, would be held at other than
a commercial facility.

.




COMMUNfTY COLLEGE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING STUDY .
(SFR 74- 271),

¥

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

L/ ‘ \

Se,nator Gordon Sand'ison - ngher Education Committee - Chairman.

. /- N .
Senator Gary Grant - - - Labor Comnitte_e o
Senator Sam ‘Guess - - - -.Higher Education Committee

Senator Dan Marsh -.- ~ - Highet Education Committee .

. . Senator Jim Matson - - - ALabor.,(i;pnmittee
Staff: * S I
Jim Bricker, Staff’ Director - Senate Research Center ;
Marilyn Hamnond ------- Senate Minority Caucusﬁ" ‘
Carolyn McCa]fcien e Senate Higl)er Educ@mn Committea
' T Jeff 3idd1e‘é;e - = - -, - - Senate Labor Committ_eé.‘- : .

-
“

4 . v

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

. ) )
John Petrich: - - Tacoma - Co-Chairman

John Rydgr - - Seattle - Co-Chairman : '

‘ Regresenting .
Pinckney Rohrback - Trustees',Association (Shoreline. Community College)

\Joe Maiik = = = - - Presidents' Association (Grays Harbor Community College)
Dave Karber - - - - Departmental Chairman (Everett Community College)

Lloyd Frissell
Edith Clarke -

Parttime Faculty Representative -(Bellevue Community Collede) ,

Karen Higgins - Students' Repre_sén;ative' (6reen River Comnunity Lollege) ,

"John Terrey - - - - State Board for Commqnity College Education i

-
* +

L 4

- Ful1time Faculty Regresentative (North Seattle Community College) .
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—~—_ - DATE: _Jdanyary.3, 1975

T0: @ Members’, Advisory C%mmittgg:on'Community College Collective

o’

Bargadning : .
FROM: 5 “Resedrch Analyst Y
* . SUBJEET; 'SUbjects of Bargaihing Under NLRA . !;
' ’ : : \

MANDATORY SUBJECTS'OF BARGAINING

. The Natlional Labor Relations Act gompeﬁs-bargaining with respect to wages,
,hours and other terms and conditions of employment. .

The 1angﬁége?arates of pay, wages, hours and other terms and conditions
of employment" fixes not only ‘the ‘subjects about which the employer an
the union are compelled by law to bargain, but also the field in which
(1) the employer is barred from unilateral action and (2) the employee
is excluded from making his own individual agreeméit with the employer

. unless the union waives in whole or in part its rigit to preempt all

. uniJateral action or individual bargaining with respect to this subject

: matter. ‘3. ,°© ) o
While the term “wages and hours" d&eé'hﬁé“sebm to require any elaboration,
it iis necessary to determine how broadly or narrowly the National Labor

r

o Relations Board-and the courts have defined wiges and hours, as well as
other terms and conditions of employment.. ! . .

Wages -- some obvious examples af manddtory-subjects falling under the
heading'of wages are hourly rates of pay, incentive plan, overtime pay
and shift differentials, as wé]l as paid holidays, paid vacations and

severance pa¥. R . e~

Some less obvious examples are™Uhvistmas -bonuses, pension and other ’
welfare plans, profit sharing plans, stock purchase plans, merit wage - .
increases and company houses, meals, discounts and services. .
. $ " s * - A i
. ‘Hours -- Hours of employment ‘have caused 1ittle difficulty.
Other Terms and Conditions of Employment - Numerous topics fall within
"other terms and conditions of emp]oymenﬂééas this phrase is used in .the

National Labor Relatjons Act. There are lrany obvious examples of manda-
_tory subjects for bargaining. Among these\ are the fo)lowing:

.

o -

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98504 TELEPHONE: (206) 753-6826

S ] \L/ .
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- . Provisions for grievance procedure and arbftiation, layoffs, discharge,
- workloads, vacations, holidays, sick leave, work rules, use of bulletin
9 . boards by=union, change of payment from a salary base to an hourly base,
. . definition.of bargaining unit work and. performance of bargaining unit

work by supervisors. Some less obvious examples are seniority promotions
and ‘transfers, compulsory’ retirement age, union shop check off, agency
v shop. and hiring hall, management rights clauses, plant rules, safety, no

. ¢ striké’clause, partia] closure of business and plant relocation, and
A P arrangements for negotiation. R -
s " PERMISSIVE SUBJECTS' : '
N 4 ( -

— \: There are some Subjects that are not mandatorily bargainable which fa]l
: . outside the phrase "wages, hours and other terms and conditions of
employment® which the Taw permits bargaining on.
The.National Labor Relations. Board has defined a series of matters which
are permissib]e subjects of bargaining. These include supervisors and
agricul'tural Vabor, parties to collective bargaining agreement, perfor-
mance bonds, legal-liability clauses, internal union affairs, union label,

-
-

) - . industry premotion funds and settiement of unfair labor practice charges.
< ‘ Further elaboration on the scope of bargain1ng under the National Labor
VR Relations Act can be found in Chapters 14, 15 and 16 of the Developing
P Labor Law,which is edited by Charles J Morris. The above is a condensa-
\ tion of those chapters.
’ JR:gs , i
' 2 .
/ . )
s . . x. > -../
s 3 ' * ' ¥
” P ) < ] v .
o, ,\ ’ ‘
e t
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»+ STATE ORy SENATE RESEARCH CENTER
WASHINGTON =3, ARNOLD BRICKER, Stef Direior
, . ' s < v :
. N> v L4
- . ' COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY BARGAINING QUESTIONNAIRE - .
Ol . N - . . . N . .t
: 1. Please check the best identification of your sfosition ‘ R
—_Trustee —President AR ‘.
2o N " Full-time faculty g/ \ ___ Faminfstrator . ‘ R
. ’ part-tive faculty - Department or Division Chainr.an
¥ R
a2 .Stud!ﬂt \ A
. ) 2. Do you believe that a bargaining bi]_‘l should 1nc1ude part-tim faculty
a in the bargaining unit? Fl
T ’ ’ . ’ Yes N - _
. bk
3 Do you believe that departrent/diviston chairmen should be in the ’ a
. + bargaining unit? -~ ~ c . -
. . Nes L
f . No P
' . 4, Do you balieve that achlnistrators--other than the president-- should P '
" : be empowered to bargain independently ‘.
B - Yes . (‘ -
, . ) * Mo . .
¢ b . )
‘ 5. Do you believe that students should be fncluded in the bargaining-process? {
- Yes :\Q -
'.‘-. No a -
« 6. Do you favor negotfaticns at the local level or the state level? . .
’ Local :
v : ___ State )
7. Do you believe that there should b @ statewide snary schedule for
comunity college faculty? .
Yes v )
., __No . -
‘ . 8- Po you believe that collective bargaining for-community co’llege faculty
's’!;ou!d be )Mted to the traditionsl economic issues such as wages end
urs?
9‘3 - Yes . ’ . v
fo o ' » .
¢ 4 1 L] :
- - LY




# S . T
) p ' | ‘)
9.. Wich of these alternatives best reprezents your position: (check one) . v )
npp;u coliective bargaining in the community colleges * . e
+__Support wodification of the M Law ] “ Eﬁ -
Support a-comprehensive bargaining bi1l for all sducations-
T K12, C.C.-and focrmyear 1nsgim§m . : - .
Support a.commnity collége collective bargatrtg biTd - .
Suppert a higher sducation bill--commnity colleges and four-year |
Institutions ) .
a state public ewployees collective bargaining b1l to B L
. T isclude comunity colleges s
10.' Do you beliave that the mejor-dectsion making on your campus should
be mede by: - :
Collective blmhying ’ ) o
‘ lrternal gevermance . P ..
. \ 4

———— - . ¥ -
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' " QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY % .

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING QUE%TIQNNAIRE

& - | . ‘
: APPENDIX Ep _ ‘

' . J

. |

|

1

DISTRIBUTION Approximately 6,500. questionnaires were distributed to.
art-time faculty, and.adminis-

trustees, presidents, fuli-time. faculty, p
trators in the commuhity college system. Questionnaires were alsa
distributed to the Council of Representatives and Presidents (CORP) and .
s
Ioe,
. " “

] ¢ ;
a few.additional students.
‘Questionnaires were distributed in accordance with a co1orAc6de; Canary

forms were sent to schools in Northwest Washington, green tint forms to
pgton.”green to Eastern Washington, and buff to the Puget
/

Southwest Washi

‘Sound: area. .
RETURNS 71.8 percent.of the trustees, 86.7 ﬁeicent>6f the presidents,

»  and 76.9 percent of the students have responded %0, the questionnaire. .

Of the approximately 2,400 full-time faculty, more than 55 percent have . .
responded,. and of. the nearly 3,400 part-time faculty, more than 17 e
percent ‘have responded, ‘87 percent of the administrators* (including
department .chairmen/division chairmen**) have responded., - The total ] .
response for all positions is 37.9 percent:™ . . B
um&iﬁized into five different sets:- one for each color. ] -

f
/ x

Responses are s €
and. one set which includes all responsés.
ch all® for all Sesponses which did ¢

v ( N
The no response -category was a "cat
not fit the choices provided,

1‘ %

* *Administrators are considered fon-classified personnel who perform

administrative functions at least 50% of the time,
*#0n- some campuses department chairmen/djvision chairmen are considered
‘ |

administrators, on others, full-time facuity.

SRC: 1/8/75 . .
o/

- A
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- DISTRIBUT 10N/RETURNS

*. .
” . ~ _ r
CANARY: GREEN: i
Peninsula College, Port Angeles . Yakima Valley College
. Whatcom Community. College,. Bellingham - Henatchee Valley College g
Skagit Valley College, Mt. Vernon Big Bend Communiity College; Moses Lake
Olympic College, Bremerton =~ Spokane Community. College
o « Spokane Falls Community College Lo .
District XVII, Spokane o
: Columbia Basin Community College, Pasco
GREEN TINT: Walla Walla. Community College -
- Lower Columbia Co11ege, Longview ’ :
Clark College, Vancouver' -~ ,
Centralia College BUFF:
.0lympia Vocational Technical Institute ) “ ’ ) .
. District XII, Centralia Bellevue COmunity CO‘l‘lége ,
‘Grays Harbor College, Aberdeen . Shoreline- Community College, Seatt]e i ¢
. S . Seattle Certral
. 1 Seattle.North -
‘ Seattie South
: ¢ District VI, Seattle . :
L Edmonds: Community College, Lynnwood
' .- Everett Community Coilege. - . T ;
. » District V, Everett v -
- - Green. River Community College, Auburn . :
. Highline Community College, Midway T -
Ft. Steilacoom Community College, Tacoma
: Tacoma Comnunity College R
SUMMARY GF DISTRIBUTION/RETURNS 7
~" APPROXIMATE .
;. NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT '
,/ DISTRIBUTED  RETURNED RETURNED
) ,/ . Trustees 110 79 71..8% Q¢ "
Presidents 30 . 26 86.7°
Students - 39 3 79.5 ;
Full-Time Faculty 2,393 1,322 55,2 ‘
Part-Time Faculty 3,395 £89 , 17.3 Tl o
Administrators/ ) . - S R
Division Chairmen 447 -390 87.2 ’ : ‘
. TOTAL oL 6,414 537 38.0% P ,
‘ jo . . .
SRC:1/8/75 o
{
}.‘ L]
(" ‘

d) 6’8..
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\SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

2. DD YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOYLD INCLUDE PART-TIME
FACULTY IN-THE BARGAINING UNIT? ) 1

Percentage of 70.6 percent of a]] résponses were in favor of

:15§ﬂ_§ggggﬂ§§§ . fﬁe inclusion of part-time facu]ty in the
students 03.3 . - bargaining unit, |
Part-time - ,/"\\ 81.9

percent of the part-time faculty responded
faculty 81.9 that they should be included.
, Full-time .
D::?g}:ﬁ_ RN s na percent of the full-time faculty, 93.3 '
Chairmen 52.;‘ percent of the students, 52.9 percent of the .
Adminis- * administrators, and 62.7 percent of the depart-
trators . 52.9 ment/2divisfon chairmen noted that part-time ~
Trustess ;43{4 faculey should be included. a ‘
Presidents 38.5 . 61.5 percent of the presidents responded that
Toté? A 70.6 they should not be included. The trustees
« 4 Tt responded 49.4 percent for inc1usion and M8.1
.o percent against. .

. ‘. )
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF THE INCLUSION OF PART-TIME '
FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT

Southwest  Puget Sound  Eastern ¥n. Nortﬁwest

(green tint) (buff) . {green) t {canary)

Students 100.0 94,1 100.0 75.0
Part-time faculty 76.7 89.8 62.2 87.1
Full-time. faculty 64.3 77.6 62.4 78.2
Division chairmen 60.9 . .68.7 44.1 90.0
Administrators 32.4 62.3 ©30.0 76.9
Trustees . 53.0 57.1 2 36.8 46.7
Presidents « 25,0 50.0 28.6 33.3

- : . 62.9 78.3 5.7 78,2

57.7 percent of the responses from Eastern Washington favored
inclusion with only 62 percent of the part-time faculty, 44.1
percent of the department/division chajrmen, and 30 percent of the
administrators in favor of inclusion of part-time faculty in the
bargaining unit.

\ In Southwest Washington, only 32. 4 ipercent” of the administrators
were in favor of part-time facuity inciusion, whereas 60.9 percent
of the department/division chairmen were.
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. Y 3. Do YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTMENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE
. ' BARGAINING UNIT? )
- Percentage of . 84,3 percent of the department or division
. Tyes" responses . chairmen responding were in favor.of their:
R inclusion in the bargaining unit. 70.2
. . . yvision . , percent of all responses were in favor of Coe .
B airmen ~84.3 - their inclusion with 74.1 percent of the RIS I
* Full-time full-time. faculty, 70.5 percent of the S A
faculty 74.1 . part-timé faculty, 70.0 percent of the PR ¥
‘Students 70.0 students, and 59.6 percent of the adminis~. -« .-
: Part-time . . trators also favoring their inclusion. coa
Y faculty - 70.5 69.2 percent of the presidents and 64.6 ;
Adminis- percent of the trustees responded that they shoqu
trators 59.6 not be in the bargaining unit, <
Trustees 29.1 ) - .
Presidénts 26.? ’ ) .
' Total ~ 702 ,
PERCENTAGE RESPONDING THAT DEPARTMENTYDIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD Lo v
- 7 BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT . '
i ' * Southwest Puget Sound Eastern Wn.  Northwest
L T (gfeén tint) (buff) (green) (canary)
- . Division chairmen .  100.0 80.6 76.5 - 100.0
4 - v Full-time faculty 84.1 72,9 71.3 : -81.8
, - Students g 80.0 58.8 100.0 75.0 >
. Part-time facu]tyf 67.1 . 74,8 58,1 - 75.8
N Administrators * 70.6 54.9 - 61.7 - 61.5
- / Trustees 41.2 14.3. 42,1 S 268470
S Presidents 25.0 25.0 42.9 ,i' 0 p
- 76.7 2701 67.5 70.7
] - i - »
7
1
AN
. LY
- *
B , B * ’
5 -15-
B .
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4. DO YOU BELIEVE T

\

"2

SHOULD BE EMPONERED TO_BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

o
Percentage of
"yes" responses
Adminis-
trators 74.9
. Presidents 65.4
" Trustees 48.1
Divisdon ~ ’
Chaimen - _ 50.7
Full-time
faculty. 37.8
Part-time *
faculty 36.3
Students 26.7
Total 42.5

PERCENT® OF RESPONSES FAVORING THE IDEA THAT ADMINISTRATORS

&

- o

N E ! .
HATNADMINISTRATORS~-OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--

Overall, 52.2 percent of the responses
vere against the idea that administrators. |

should be eﬁgo
However, 74

(56.5

 ®

-

»

"
N

wered to bargain independently. -
74% percent of the adminitrators
and 65.4 percent of the presidents believed
they should be. The trustees and division
chairmen were split, both nearly 50-percent
for.and 50 percent aqainst. Full-time .
rcent) and part-time (56.9 percent)
faculty and students (70:0 pertent) did

not think administrators should be- empowered
to bargain independently. .

‘SHOULD-BE -IN. THE BARGAINING UNIT

»

Admfnistrator§ ‘,4’

Presidents
Trustees

Division chairmen
Full-time faculty
Part-time faculty
Students

. Southwest
(gregn tint) .

-~ 76.5
50.0
35.3
39.1
36.3
35.6
20.0

40.6

PG%Et Sou

buff)

* 68.9
66:7
35.7
55.2
37.9
37.2
35:3

41.9

nd

78.3
7.4
57.9
47.1
36.0
32.3
0

r o 40.4

2

Fastern Wn. : Northwest
{green)

(canary)

Y )
66.7
73.3
60.0,

‘54,55
40.3
25.0

- . 58.0

58-percent of  the reéponses from Northwest Washington were in favor
of -administrators bargaining independently.” Every position responded

more favorably than the overall percentages of "yes responses:.

el

1

»

-~
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-5. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT- STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING
PROCESS? ¢ - <.
Percentage of 77 percent of a11 responses were against
"yes" Tésponses . the inclusion of students in‘ the :bargaining
. : T pracess. 86,7 percent of all students
Stugewts 86.7 . were in favor of their inclusion.
Presidents 26.9 : . ‘
Adminis~- -
trators -3
Part-time <o
faculty. 22.8
Full-time é
Taculty A9
. Division .
Chairmen 15.7
" Trustees * 1021

Toui . *20.9

L)

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORING THE 'INCLUSION OF STUDENTS N
il i THE BARGAINING-PROCESS

Southwest  Puget Sound  Eastern Wn, Northwest

« {green tint) {buff) {green) (canary)
Students 80.0 82.4 . ©100.0
Presidents 26,0 41.7 . 14. 0
Administrators 20.6 . 18.9 . 35.9
Part-time faculty 15.1 26.8 ] { 2.6
Full~time faculty, . 21.0" 214 .
Division chairmen 30.4 11.9
Trustees : 0 17.9

204 22.8

L




.ﬁg 6. DO 'YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL? Ky
A ;

. Percentage of ° "64.3 percent of ali responses weré in ¢ N
N "ogal" responses favor of negotiations-at the local level? .
. - T ) The -students (86.7 percent) and the trustees
Students 86.7 . ’(77.2 percent) were strongly in favor-but
- . Trustees - 77.2 faculty, especially part-time faculty
Full-time (52.3 percent), presidents (53.8-percent),
faculty . 68.4 -administrators (63.9 ‘pérceit), and division
Division- chairmen (52,3 percent) were not so
Chairmen 52.3 definite in their response. i
+ Adminis- . / N
" trators 63.9 * / ,
gresjdgnts 53.8 .
art-time - - &
' ( faculty - - +52.3 \ *
¢
Total 64,3
i ! ‘ .
* L%
-.—// . ///
' } .
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES FAVORING NEGOTIATIONS AT LOCAL LEVEL -
- ' S&uthwest Puget SSUnd Eastern Wn. Northwest
. (green tint) %buff) {green)- (canary)
Students 100.0 941 75.0 . 75.0 -
, Trustees* . - 7645 82.1 57.9 93.3
Full-time -faculty 63.1 83.0 50.2 43.6
Division chairmen 65.2 v77.6 55.9 50.0
Administrators 67..6 69.7 53.3 59.0
Presidents 50.0 * . '66.7 28.6 66.7
Part-time faculty - 60.3 ~ 56.0 36.2 56.5
64.2 48.3 -56.4

. 74.4

The Puget Sound dtea was 74.4 percent in favor of local negotiations.
Northwest. Washington was 56.4 percent in favor of local negotiations
. but with almost 55 percent of the full-time faculty favoring state
negotiations., Eastern Washington-responses were 48.3 percent for
* local negotiations and 47.0 percent for state negotiations. 56.7
percent of the part-time faculty favored state negotiations as well
as 71.4 percent of the presidents.
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7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD-BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR \
COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY? . .

|
+* ' . 4 ;
Percentage of o 47.] percent, of the respohses were for such | '
"yes" responses * & schedule. 50,2 percent were against, i
> . - : The trustees (58.2 percent), ‘full-time -
Presidents 65.4 faculty (56.perCentgq students (66.7
Part-time ] percent), administrators (54.1 percent), |
faculty £5.1 and division chairmen!(60.4 peircent) K )
L Adminis- believe that there should not be a statewide .
v TR trators 443 . salary schedule, 65 percent of the part- ‘
T Trustees . 41.8- time faculty and 65.4 percent of the
Full-time . . presidents responded in favor of such a
faculty , 41.4 schedule, ) . C
. Division
. Chadrmen 34.3 . .
. Students 30,0 - . P
Total | 47.1 :
/
o 7’
! PERCENTAGE-OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF STATEWIDE SALARY/SCHEDULE
. . . 2 b
Southwest  Puget Sound Eastern Wn. Northwest
~ (green tint) (buff) ~(green) (canary)
_— Presidents . . -, 50.0 50.0 100.0 66.7
- Part-time faculty 68.5 58.5 77.2 - 71.0
. dministrators . 353 34,4 63.3 53.8
) »  Thustees © 353 321 63.2 40.0
' Fuls faculty 53.5 23.2 61.4 74.5 - d
) : - Division chairmen 39.1 22.4 47.1 60.9 -
Students - 40.0 - 1.6 . 75.0 25.0

52.7 . 33.8 64.4 , 64.4
’ . ¥

In Southwest Washington the full-time faculty(53.5 percent), as .
well as the part-time faculty and presidents, were.al¢o in favor of v
a ;cﬁg?u]e; 52,7 percent of all their responses were in favor of a

schedule,




-

s

In the Puget Sound area, 63.9 percent of the responses did not
believe there should be a schedule. The part-time faculty (58.5
percent) were the only group responding positively. S50 percent of
the presidents responded yes and 50 percent no.

64.4 percent of the responses from Northwest Washington were in
favor of a schedule, The trustees and students were the only two
groups which did -not respond more than 50 percent-of the time in
favor of a schedule. ~

64.4 percent of the Eastern Washington responses also were in favor
of a statewide salary schedule. 77.2 percent of the part-time
faculty were "in favor. *

Lo

€
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8. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE éARGAINING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE . .

FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH

AS WAGES AND HOURS?

Percentage of
"yes" responses

Presidents

Trustees
Adminis-
trators

- faculty
g Division
Chairmen

Students

Full-time

faculty

Total

Part-time

92.3
68.4

* 56.5
25.7

22.4
16.7

1.2
22.8

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES IN FAVOR OF LIMITING COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES

L

Presidents

Trustees

. Administrators .
Part-time faculty

pivision chairmen

Students

Full-time faculty

»

(green tint)

75.3 percent of all responses were against

the. idea of 1imiting collective bargaining

to the traditional economic issues. .

87.3 percent of the full~-time faculty,

71.7 percent of -the part-time.faculty,

80.0 percent of the students and 75.4 .

percent of the division chairmen did not

believe that collective bargaining shouid !
However; 68.4 percent of the
trus tees, 92 3 percent of the presidents,
and 56.5 -percent of.the administrators did
believe that collective bargaining should

N #

Northwest
(canary)
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. 9. VEHICLE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING :

o 4 For each position, the category receiving the largest percentage of

responses was "support a-community college collective bargaining
. bi1l." The trustees (25.3 percent) weré in opposition to collective

bargaining in the community colleges as a second choice. Full-time

faculty, .students, presidents, and administrators were in support

.of a higher education bill which would include community college '

. ‘and four-year institutions as their second choice. Part-time

. ! aculty were 18.7 percent in faver of a bill including both com-
munity college and four-year institutions. .However, 23.2 percent
of ‘their responses were in support of a community college biil for
education, K through 12, community college, and four-year institu-

tions. »

a0
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" 10.) D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT MkJOR DECISION MAKIHG ON'YOUR CAMPUS SHOULD BE
MADE. BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING, INTERNAL GOVERNANCE, OR BOTH? -

. 54.3.percent of the tégponses were in favor of both collectivc

AP

. . bargaining.and internal,governance. 67.1 percent of the trustees
.t favored internal governance, and 19 percent of the trustees favored .
N iboth. 57.4 percent. of the full-time faculty favored both, and 24.1
: ,percent favored coilective bargaining. Also-of the part-time
faculty, 53.8 percent favored both and, secondly, 21.8 percent -
favored collective bargaining. None of the presidents favored )
collective bargaining. 57,7 percent -responded in favor of internal .
. governance with 34.6 pércent responding for both; Administrators
responded-with 43.5 percent for internal -governance and 43,5 percent
+ for both. Department or division chairmen résponded with 68.7
. percent for both interna] governance and collective bargaining,
. . 13.4 percent for internal governance and 11.S percent for col- !
lective bargaining. -

» % * *

41




1
: ' "TQTAL" RESPONSES . % -
2. D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD, INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? '
—_ - e
RESPONSES: . x YES SN0 . % NO RESPONSES
73 . Trustee _49.4_ (39) 48.1 (38) 2.5 (2)
J38 | Rullotine faculty 711 (937) 268 (353) 2.1 (28)
587 _Part-time faculty 81.9 (481) _ .17.0 (i) ‘%Jf«_@" A
30 , Student 93.3- (28) 6.7 (2) \ iz g
~26 President 35 (10) 615 (16) | adeen . ,
255 Mdministrator 52,9 (135) 4.9 (17) | A2 (3) -
134 Bept. or Diy. Chairman 62.7 . (84) .3 46) s (8) :
2429 . TOTAL 70.6 -(1714)  27.7 Lg) ‘ 1. 8 '(43) ‘
3. DO YOU BELIZVE THAT DEPAR‘mENT/DIVISION CHAIRHEN SHOULD BE. IN<THE: BARGAINING UNIT?
gzgg%Nsss v _g_g;s_ : - N0 ™ NO_RESPONSES .
9 _ . Trustee . 20.1 (23)  64.6 (51) 6,3 (5)
1318 Full-time faculty  74.1(976)  22.7 (299) 3.3.(43).
_587 ____ -Part-time faculty __70.5 (414) 25.7 (151) 3.7 (22)
30 _Student . 700 (1) 233 (1) 66 (2)
26 - President 26.9 (1) ___69.2 (18) 3.8 (1)
255 " _ dministrator 50.6 (152)  38.0 “(97) - 2.4 (5)
134 Dept. o;' Div. Chairman 84.3 (113) 13.4 (18) 2.2 (3)
2029 TOTAL’ 70.2 (1706) _ 26.4 (641) 3.4 (82) ‘
4. ggRggtljﬂs%gggNggamgmnxsmmoas--omsk THAN THE Passmsm--snoum BE EMPOMERED 10
TOTAL ' Q ‘ . : \
RESPONSES . ES MO - NO RESPONSES
- 19 Trustee 48.1 (38) 49.4 (39) 2.5 (2)
1318 Full-time faculty 37.8 (498) 56.5 (745) 5.7 (75) /
587 Part-time“faculty  36.3 (213)  56.9 (334) 6.8 (40) - -
30 ‘ Stzldeint ‘ v 26.7_(8) 70.0 (21) 3.3° (1) -
T %6 Pres ident 65.4 (17) 34.6 (9)  memene-
285 - Administrator 74.9 (191) 23.5 (60) 1.6 ) )
134 Dept. or Div. Chairman 50.7 °(68) 44.8 (50) 4.5 (6)
2429 TOTAL_ 42.5 (1033) 522 (1268) 5.3 (128)
L | » - 2 - |
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5‘

DO YOU' BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS? "

nThTAL RESPONSES"

*

@

52@?’5&355- . % YES o ) ' % NO_RESPONSES
L Trustee 10.1:(8) ___ 88.6_ (70) 1.3_0)
1318 rFu'I'I.-'time faculty :'19.1 (252) 78.5 (1035) _ 2.4 (31)
587 : ‘Partwtime faculty 22.8 (1,34)/ 75.5 (443)f 1.7 4(10)
0 stucent { 8.7 (26) 133 (&) eeere
26 3 President 26.§ (1) 731 (19’5, —
__255 _Adninistrator 23 _(59)  75.3 (192) 1.6 (4)
13 Dept. or Div. Chairman 15.7 (21).  80.6 (108) 3.7 (5)
=:2429 TOTAL zo g (s07)  77.0 (1871) 2.1 (51)

00 YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

OR THE STATE LEVEL?

N

47.1_(1145)

kY - 25 -

43

TOTAL ‘ -
RESPONSES _ % LOCAL % STATE_  %.NO RESPONSES
‘79 Trustee 71.2__ (61} 21.5 (17) 1.3 (1)
1318 Full-tine faculty  68.0.(301) _ 28.0 (369) 3.6 (48)
587 7 Part-time ficul ty 52.3 ‘(367_-)" 1.7 (245) 6.0 (35)
30 Student 86.7 _{26) _ 13.3_(4) —
26 - ’Pre;ident’ 53.8 (1) 38.5 (10) T 7.7 ()
255 Adninistrator  : 639 (163) __ 33.7 (s6) 2.4 (6)
134 \\sept. or Div. Chafrman' 67.9 (91) *  27.6 (37) . 4.5 ()
2429' _TOTAL _ 64.3 (1563)  31.6 (768) © 4.0 (98)
DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE, SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?
TOTAL . ’
RESPOHSES ) % YES % NO % NO_RESPONSES
.79 Trustee © 41.8 (33) 58.2 (46) mmmeme
1318 Full-time faculty 41.4 (545)  '56.0 (738) 2.7 (35)
587 _Part-time faculty  65.1 (382)  31.8 (187) 3.1 (18)
30 ‘Student 30.0 (9) 66.7 (20) 3.3 (1)
26 President 654 (17) 34,6 (9) ecoe-
255 . Administrator 44.3 (113) 54.1 (138) 1.6 (4)
134 Dept. Ao'r Div. Chairman 34.4 (45) 60.4 (81) 5.2 (7)
24‘29 T0TAL 50.2 (1219) 2.7 (65)




8.

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BAR

) 3
l
I

"TOTAL" REA/P.GNSES

INING FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

TO THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND HOURS?

4

/ 4
HOULD BE LIMITED
{

I
¥

W

- 26 -

“TOTAL J . ]
_ RESPONSES | ) ¥ YES 3. % N0 RESPONSES
79 - Trustee ! 68.4 (54 " 19y 7.6 U D)
/ 1318 Full-time fac&ny 11.2 (‘147) &f (1151) 1.5 (20)
587 Part-time fac}hty 25.7 (151 / 71.7 (421) 2.6 (15)
30 Student / 16. ?7_{5) / 80.0 (24) !(1)
e -7
26 President / 92.3 (24/ 7.7_(2) - e
i A
255 Administrator 56.5 (fux) 43.1 (110) 0.4.; (1)
134 Dept or Div. Chairmanzz/d (30) 75.4 (101) 2.2 (3)
- !
2429 Tom. /éz 8 (555) 75.3 (1828) 1.9 (45)
- - t
// * i'
1
, 4 } |
E
|
‘ !
i
‘}.
i
1
i
i
5
|
r
);
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A

.2, DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUOE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?

(

NGREEN ninj' RESPONSES

4

BARGAIN INOEPENOENTLY?

TOTAL

m ]

YOTAL ‘
RESPONSES YES NO NO RESPONSES
A7 Trustee . 53,0 41,2 (7) 5.9(1)
157‘{ Full-time faculty 64.3 (101) A 33.8(53) 1.503)
73 part-timg_facu]ty 76.7 (56) 21.9_(16) 14 (1)
s Student 100.0 (5) e e
/ ’ 4 @e;i@ent . ' 25‘.0 1) 7'§.p (3) ———
34 . Administr.ator _32.4 013y ©  67.6 (23) F ot
23 Dept. or Djv‘. Chairman 60.9 (14) 30.4 (7 8.7 (2)
313 . TOTAL 62. 9.(197) 34.8, ao9) . 2.2 (7)
3. DO YQU BELIEVE THAT DEPARmENT/DIVISmN CHAIRMEN SHOULO - BE N THE BARGAINING UNIT?
TOTAL e
RESPONSES . YES N0 ° ' NO RESPONSES
17 Trustee t 412 (D) 58.8 (10) . -
1575 Full-time f'a}:u1t¥ “86.1 (32) 13.4 (_2'1) 02,5 (4)
3. Part-time faculty 67.1 (49). 28.8 (21) 04.1 (3)
5 Student. ¢_ T 80.0 (4) _20.0 (1) ‘ —
4 President 25.0 (1) 50.0 (2) - 25.0 (1)
34 Administrator 70.6 (24) - 26.5 (9) ‘ 2.9 (1)
R Oept. or Ofv. Chdirman 100.0 (23) ———e —
313 TOTAL 76.7 (240) 20.1: (64) ' 2.9 (9) °
4. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT /ADMINISTRATORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--SHOULO BE EMPOWEREQ TO

L

RESPONSES YES ) NO_RESPONSES
17 \ Trustee 35.3 (6) 64.7 (11) .
157 Full-time faculty 36.3(57) 57.3 (90} ;.4 (10)
73 Part-time faculty 35.6 (26) -/ 57.5 (42) 6.8_(5)
5 Student 20.0 (1) 80.0_(4) -
. & President 50.0 (2) 50.0 (2) ———
34 Administrator 76.5 (26) 23.5 (8) —-
23 Dept. or Div. Chatman __ 39.1 (9 __ 52.2 42). 8.7 ()
313 T0TAL 40.6 (127) 540 (169) 5.4 (17)

-28 -
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* _ “GREEN TINT" RESPONSES

5. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL ! : ) . |
RESPONSES T YES NO NO_RESPONSES |
’ 17 ‘ . ’Trusftee‘ ‘ = 100.0 479 A ";'T . j
] j157 _‘~ ‘ Fu11~timL faculty 21.0 (33) 77.7 q22.) 13 (2)
! 73 ‘ , Part-tine faculty © 151 (1) 83.6 (61) 1.4 (1)
[ A’ Student 80.0 (4) 20.0 (15 - .
4 7 ___President . . 25.0 (1) 5.0 () . - i
34 . Administrator e 206 (D) 79.4 27 o e
23 _Dept. or Div. Chairman _ 30-4 () 65:2°A5) 43 (D .
313 < ToTAL o 20.1 (63) 78.6 (246) 1.3 (&) ]
6. DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL? L
TOTAL ‘ ' : ' o
RESPONSES . " LOCAL STATE NG-RESPONSES .
17 ___ Trustee 76.5 (13) 7.6 (3) 5.9 (D .
157 , ’ Fuil-time‘faculty - 63.1 (99) 33.8 (53) 3.2 (5) ]
73 . Part-time fééulty 60:3 (44) 37.0 (27) 2.7 2) A
5 ' Student 100.0 (5) — -
4 President 50.0 (2)° 25.0 (1) 25.0 (1)
34 Adminisgrator = __67.6_(23) 29.4 (10) 2.9 (1) :
. 23 N Dept. or Div. Chs:\irman 65.2 (15) 21.7 (5) " 13.0 (3) .
288 ‘ TOTAL _64.2 (201) . 31.6 (99) 4.2 (13)
7. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATENIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE .
FACULTY? . .
TOTAL RESPONSES . .
- RESPONSES ~ TALLIED » YES MO NO RESPONSES
) ’ 17 : Trustee ™ : 353 (6). 64.7 (11)
157 Full-time faculty » ° 53.5 (84) 43.9 (69) 2.5 (4)
73 Part-time fAculty ‘ 68.5 (50) 30.1 (22) 1.4 (1) ‘
5 (_ Student _ 40.0 (2) 60.0 (3) N~
4 . President 50.0 (2) 50.0 (2) -
* 34 ‘ Administrai;r 35.3 (12) [ 55.9 (19) 8.8 (3)
23 ' Dept. or Div. Chairman- 39.1 (9) 47.8 (11) 13.0 (3)
313 ‘ TOTAL e 52.7 (165)  43.8 (137) 3.5 (11§
- -29 -
,
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, “GREEN_IINT" RESPONSES :

v

8. DO YOU BELIEVE THA} COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FOR CMNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED
¢ T0 THE TRADITIONAL ECON(MIC ISSUES SUCH Ab MGES AND-HOURS?

48

2 &
ass?ousss - e YES | NO RESPONSES.
l% X Trustee - . 70.6 (12) 294 (5) . e
» 187 Full-tine facuityv 8.9 (14) _ 87.9 (138) _ 3.2 (5)
73 part-tine faculty 32.9 (24) 64.4_(47) 2.7 (2).
5 _Student --- 100.0 {5). -
4 President 75.0 (3) 25.0 (1) -
34 Administrator . 50.0 (17) 47.1 (16) 2.9 (1)
) 23 Dept. or Div. Chaiman 17.4 (4) ! 78.3 (18) 4.3 (1)
313 TOTAL 23.6 (74) 73.5 (230) 2.9-(9) .,
! ' - '
"0
L , v
E . .
’ ]
» L~
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O
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e
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1

6%:

¥

2. no YW BELIEVE TH\T K BARGAINI“G BIL

t_zgm;mﬁme R \ ¥es % ‘_tgg; | guo RESPONSES
| _—;’AZ}-“;Q . Trustee A 9"“‘ : XQG‘) 42.’9#2) o L:**"!:"""':':‘-

573 g Fuﬂ-time fncu’ltyf 77 6 }&26) 204 (1:38):‘ 21 ,(ﬁ')‘

325, . ,Pant-timwfaculty» = 89 8 (29§) 8 9 (29)‘. - 12 (4)

st w306\ S8 Ay T e

. 172 _ , Pres;de[:t ' . o - :50 0 (6) \ ‘50. 0 (6) ‘. --'E';'-?
cam st 623 (6) s (s) 0.8 (1)
e __Dept or Di. Cha'lman 687 (46) 31\;s G

a9 Dot [ e 202\e®)  1s0s)

3.

4.

2 "BUFF“ RESPONng

L SMULD !NCLUDE PART~TIHE FACULTY IN THE BARGAINING UNIT? -

1 0o: YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARYHENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD ‘BE IN THE. &}WINING UNIT? ‘

;g%uses ) ’ R ‘.Y.§§,. - ’..".9. " RESPONSES

8 D st waqg)  me) 73 @)
N S l_run-tm facuny 72.9 (44) 237 (161) | 3.4/(23).
5. mrttimeticulty 748 (06) 2801 . 34 (11).

17 i .,“Student . ‘ 58.8 ('IO) 353 (5) _ ‘59 (3)
AL ST T S ; Bl 0@ P e
122 Mt pistritor o sse) .8 (Y 33 (4)
@ vepterow cmnm; a0.6 (50) 45 00) a5 (3)
e o 704 (875) 26,4 (330) - 3.5.(8)

BARGAlU INDEPENDENTLY?

DO YOU. BELIEVE THAT ADHINISTRATORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--SHOULD BE -EMPOWERED T~ \'

TOTAL. ' o
RESPONSES YES NO v MO RESPONSES
8 n Trustee. _ - 35.7 (10) AA __6%.3 ‘(]:e) maomman
678 ‘Fun-time facuity 37:.9 (267) _ 55.8 (378) - 6.3 (43)
325 __pari-tine faculty 37.2 (121) _'54.8 (178) 8.0 (26)
1 _ Sft;udxent‘.“ 7 35.3_{6) _ 647 (1) e -
1% President 66:7 (8) - 33.3. () - emeames
iz Adninistrator  €8.9 (34) 28.7 (35) 2.5 (3)
67 Dept'.ror Diy.!Chairman 5.2 (37)  .40.3 (27)' 4.5 .(3)
1249 TOTAL o ; T 41.9 (523)  °52.1 (651) ) 6.0 (75)
2
-a2-
‘ - .50




A ‘ . N BUFF“ RESPQNSES

§ 00 You BELIEVE THAY STUDENTS SHOULD [i4 INCLUDED IN THE BARGAININ(: PROCESS?
\

§‘é§é‘5usg§ - v , % YES % -NO. . % N0 RESPONSES
. Trustee 179 (5) 821 (28) ~ .  sneneis
678 " Full-tine faculty . 2.1 (M3) 77,0 (s22) T (18)
325 - Part-time faculty 26.8 (87)  70.8 (230) B 2.5_(8) '
7 Student ‘ . 82.4 (14) X 1(3) _ ._.-;:..
12 ‘ Prasident B} 41:.7‘,(’5) 58.3_(7) -
322, Administrator 189 (23) _ 77.9 (35) 3.3 ()
67 Dept. or Div. Chairman 11.9 (8) -82‘.1»1(55) 5.0 .(4)
1249 TOTAL 22.8 (285)  74.9 (935) - 2.3 (29)

6. ‘DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL?

3 id

TOTAL . :
RESPONSES * % LOCAL % STATE % NO-RESPONSES
. 28 Trustee _ 82,1 (23) : 17.9 (5) ————
678 Full-time faculty 83.0 (563) _ 13.7 (93} 3.2(22)
© 3% Part-time faculty . 56.0 (182)  37.2 (121) - 6.8 (22)
7 Student 9.1 (16) . 5.9 (1) : ----- -
12 President _ 667 () 250 () 8.3 (1)
~ 7 122 Adninistrator 69.7 (85)  28.7 (35} 1.6 (2)
& Dept. or PR Chatrman 7.6 (52) " 19:4.(13) 3.0 (2)
1289 YorAL - © 744 (29)° 217 (271) 3.9 (49
7. DO YOU, BELTEVE THAT THERE sumﬁ.n BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY? .
TOTAL , ‘ : _
RESPONSES - . %YES AN) % NO RESPONSES
. .28 Trustee ~/ 32.1 {9) 67.5’413) f e
678 » ‘ Full-time faculty 23.2 (157) +  74.5 (sosli 2.4 (16)
325 : Part-time faculty «  5°.5 (190) 38.2 (124) 3.4 (11)
17 . _Student. & s ) s 59 (1) °
L _ President - \ 50.0_(6) 50:0 (6)  -emeee-
T ez Administrator .4 (42)  65.6 (80)  =mememe
67 Devt. or Div. Lhairian 22.4 (15) ° 76,1 (51) 1.5 (1)
" 9 oL . . . a8 (422) 639 (3?3) 2.3 (29)




. .J!BUFE! "RESPONSES

L4

- . 8. U0 YOU SELIEVE THAT cou.zc'rxvs BARGAINING FOR -COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMITED T
. TO THE TRADITIONAL. ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH.AS WAGES AND.HOURS?
*OTOTAL ¢ - S ., o ‘
_ RESPONSES . % YES - - N0 % NO_RESPONSES
| L= 8 Trustee . 64.3(18) " 28:6 (8) . 7.1 (2) o
618 . Full-time facu‘lty 8.8 (60) . dord{ent)y . 1.¢ (7)
’ @ Part-time faculty _22.5 (73) is‘o (247) 1.5 (5)
7 _‘ w ) §_tqqeqt " 1.6, (3)  76.5 (13)_ 59 (M)
l _ ‘12A o President N\ 9.7 (1) , _'8.3 (1) .
22 Adwinistrator ' ‘az 3 {76}, A37~.‘7 (46) B -
; _ 67 __Dept. or Div. cmmn 20.9 (u) 76.1 (51) 3.0 (2)
‘ e a9 . v TOTAL 0.4 (255) 78.2':_(977),‘ 1.4 (17). -

-




- -

P RUDEES : T¥89y 695 T 5T {192) 6702 " WI0L 372
o . . M .
IS OR 9 (%) £°59 T {6) Ve . To0) 691 T R 3950 79
- § 55 T L We) 0°08 ‘ (AR ; TOTEITSTUTRY T2l
' . o AC = m ,_?M m..m - D) 5788 - g —— } CYr Juspisayd el
e . > . L. . . s -
W P T (6)v 6125 - (W) GE2 IS7 R T . . . 3uspmg . Ll
PN . O . R 3 , .
T N (i€) 5§76, (6Z1)1°ss -~ — [6€) 02l {90) ¥°e2 A3LndRy sui3~3uaed e
LT ) e {see)=es XTSTve . R 519 I 1167 " A31n9e] ou3-11n3 ) .
, - BRI v B (- VA ) BFAL 49 B2 — Sgsnal :4 _
: " ISNO4SIG ON - 08 IONVNY3IA0D TWN@AINI - uEE&Em.mzsﬂéu CEYEEER]
_ \ . ‘ : 101
! -
\ i , , 148 30VW 38 GINOHS m_zz& ¥N0A-§O SNDIVH NOISIOS YOPYW 3HL LVHL 3A3IT3G AOA ‘ot
(GED) 110 .~ (900) 58 {906y §°%2 (00y) 0°26  (912) £°Z1 ) (Y T°E . TWIOL G |
N 0 ) S () R Y (1) €15 AR %709 N S VN3 TR0 0 305 5 X
LICEAT EIFL00 \82) 0°¢e WEv6d - GU ST (8] 95 (00 28 = IGTeITSTUTGpY P
peepasiperar= Ty = :nﬁ, L°81 J(v)oeree T (L) mm G R | mEmmee » .3Usplsadg . el
N 9 I T €4 S 74 SR €1 IR S 0 6% e EVELIES i
G §el  (08) &6 68y 1z . (€8 562 T8 0°ve :u L. (80 &% FFN5e; SUFI-3aeg 5
A €Y F - 51 R § ) - 4 & I 152 {0E2) 53T (1 DA R €1 M T 61 A3 (noey swi3-(1nd T
T LY A A&, Kk o TR L) RNV NI T
JSH0dSTH O: T107°H0D “JOTTONT 0L SNOTIFINSNT — 7779 “99vd "LIISNT “9A5 % Wi W30 S303TI00°Wi00 . SIENDASI.
: . TI18°9YYET100°dWI EV3ASPR°TI00° 1100 3931100 9 *2L-¥--"03 -NOILY3TITGOW NI *9¥v8 - , 1oL
w - 21780d "1S°180ddNS HWOD-T118°03 °WWOD 1¥0adAS  ¥O3 1718°9ve 1¥0dd0S  *1109 350dd0 , . :
Y3IH 140ddns *dW0J V 140ddns . ) : . .
e L L ; .. :NOILISO4 ¥NOA INIS3¥d3Y 1S38 SIAIIWNYILTY 3S3HL J0-ROIHM °6
i ’ mwmzoamwx «33N8y . Tt X _
_ . ~ & . e ) . K
. # o . w
]
e,
kl

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5;'E




2.
.‘ ‘
J
3.
r
> ’ ’
X
\ .
\\ L Y
\
. \ .
\ J
A
|
'\ .
\v
. 4
- ‘\
<
L
A"
g
Q

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE ‘iARGA INING QHIT? .

_"GREEN" RESPONSES.

TOTAL .
RESFONSES YES N NO-RESPONSES.
19 _Trustee " 3.8 (7) 5.9 (1) 5.3_(1)
428 ‘ Fuli-tim_g faculty 62.4 (267) __35.3 (151) 2.3 (10)
’ ?27 _ deimbart-tine fai:u]tfy "62.2 (79) 37.8 (48) . - .
4 A _Student 100.0 (4) _ ) "‘," ea ‘
7 Prasident 28.5 (2) 7.4 (5) -
.60 - Administrator 30.0 (18) 667 (40} ° 3.3 (2)
34 ﬁDept. or Div. Chatrman 44.T (75): 7 500 7(]7) 59 (2)
679 ToTAL s 7 (392 '40.1 (272) 2.2 (15)

DO’ YOU BELIEVE THAT BEPARTNENT/DIVISION CHAIRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?

- -

TOTAL. 7 : . . -
RESPONSES ‘ £ N0 _HG_RESPONSES

19 Trustee 42.1 (8) 2 (8)  ™6.8 (3)

428 Full-tine faculty 71.3 (s05) 5.7 (M0). 3.0 (13)

127 " Part-tine faculty 5.1 (15) | 37.8 (48) © 3.1 (8) :

4 Student * 100.0° (4) 2-- -

7 ;Priesideht - 42.9 (3) 57.1 (4) -
' 60 _Adninistrator 61.7 (37) °  36.7 (22) 7 (1)

34 Dept. .or Div. Chatrman 76.5 (26) 23.5 (g) ---

679 . ' TOTAL 67.5 (458) 20.5 (200) 3.1 (21)

Do You BELIEVE THAT ADMINIST RI\TORS--OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT*-SHOULD BE EMPOWERED TO

-BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

*

»

s

-~
e

TOTAL . “ p o
RESPONSES- *< YES N NO_RESPONSES
19 Trustee 57.9 (11) 31.6° (6) 10.5 (2)
428 Fqn'-t'ime-faculty 36.0 (154) "59.1 t2§3) 4.9 (21)
127 IP,;rt—time faéulti 32.3 (41) 63.8 (81) 3.9 (5)
4 : Student’ L. .- 75.0 (3)  25.0-() : .
7 President “71.4 (5) . 28.6 (2) - '
60 Adninistrator 78.3 (43) 20.0 (12) 17 ()
34 o Dept or Div. Chairman 47.1 (16) 50.0 (17) 2.9 (1)
679 TOTAL * - L5 40.4 (274) 55.1 . (374) 4.6 (31)
- . | _ :
- ' T .36
5 ) 54 ' : ' .
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5. 0o ?OQ BELIEVE THAT STUDENTS SHOULO BE INCLUDED

. R N

NGREEN" RESPONSES

IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

TOTAL , ~ .
 RESPONSES™ ; %YES % NO % NO: RESPONSES
19 Trustee 5.3 (1) 89.5 (17) 5.3 (1)
428 | Full-time faculty ¥5.0 (s4)  81.3 (348) 3.7 (16)
127 Part-time faculty 17.3 (22)  81.9 (104) 0.8 (1)
4 ‘ _Student . . 100.0 (4) - e
7, ' prestdent - 11.3() 8.7 () o
60" 'Administrator 25.0 {15) 75.0 (45) - ‘
34 ept. or Div. Chiafirman _ 17+6 (6) 82.4. (28) ="
679 ‘ 16.6 (13) 807 (548) 2.7 (18)

__TOTAL . -

6. DO YOU FAVOR NEGOTIATIONS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL OR THE STATE LEVEL?

TOTAL :
RESPONSES < %pocaL ISTATE  *NO RESPONSES
19 - Trustee 57.9 (11)  42.1 (8)
428 Full-tine faculty 50.2 (215) 45.1 (193) ° 4.7 (209
121 Part-tine faculty 36.2 (85) 567 (72) . 7.1 (9)
. Student , 75.0 (3) - 25.0 (1) e
7 President _28.6(2) 7.4 (5)
60 Adninistrator 53.3 (32) | 43.3 (26) 3.3 (2)
% Dept. or Div. Chairman 559 (19) 412 (W) © 2.3 (1)
679 TOTAL 48.3 (328) 47.0 (319) ., 4.7 (32)
7. 0O YOU BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY?
TOTAL )
RESPONSES- % YES 3 N0 %NO_RESPONSES -
19 Trustee 63.2 (12)  36.8 (7) -
428 Full-time faculty 61.4 (263)  36.8 (7) 3.5 (15)
127 L Part-time faculty 77.2 (98) 21.3 (27) 1.6 (2) ,
4 Student 75.0 (3) 25.0 (1) ,
7 President 100.0 (7) - ---= .-
60 Administrator 63.3 (38)  35.0 (21) 1.7 (1)
3 Dapt. or Div. Chairman  47-1 (16)  44.1 (15) 8.8 (3)
679 TOTAL 64.4 (437)  32.5 (221) 3.1 (21)
- 37 -
' : &
35 .




‘8. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE BARGAINING.FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD BE LIMXTr.D
-TC THE TRADITIONAL ECONOMIC ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND HOURS?,

“GREEN™ RESPONSES

|
‘
\ : 1

- TOTAL - . *
RESPONSES % YES, txo % KO RESPONSES
19 _Trustee 68.4 (13) 15.8 (3) 15.8 _(3) )
- 438 ' Full-time faculty 15.4 (66)  82. 7 (358) “1.9 (8) 4
127 " Plrt-time ‘faculty 35.4 (45)  63.0 (80) 1.6 (2) T
4 , _Student - 100.0 {(4) e
7 Prasident 100.0 (7) ——— ———
i
60 . Administrator 50.0 (30)  50.0 (30) -
@ Dept. or Div, Chairman  32.3 (1) 67.6 (23) —
679 JOTAL 25.3 (172)  72.8 -(494) 1.8 (13)
1
‘ % . ¢
*
_ -
i
-~ . /
f
v ’
/‘
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2. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT A BARGAINING ‘BILL SHOULD INCLUDE PART-TIME FACULTY IH THE BARGAINING UN!T?

- 3

"IO

*

"CPJ‘ARY" RESPONSES

.y A

3
s

RESPONSES ; e M NO RESPONSES .
M - Trustee ¥ .78 (7) 533 (8) | oo <
58 Fu11:t}m§ faculty 78,2 (43)  20.0 (11) 1.8v (1) ¢
62, cPart-tine faculty 8710 (81) 113 (1) L6 (1) .
4 " ' Student ' ) . 75.00 (3) 25.,0 ﬁ) . —— .
3 A .l,'Pres;.;ier;t‘ I 333 (1) ‘, 66.7 (2) | eme——
3 " pdmintstrator 76.9 (30) 231 (9) ., =eee
10 B Dept, or'éi'v.,‘(iﬁairman %0:0 (9) . 1-0,:‘(" (1) =eee-
188 o ' -78.2 uu) édf(@} 11(&
3. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT DEPARTHENT/DIVISION CHATRMEN SHOULD BE IN THE BARGAINING UNIT?
TOTAL : . ,
RESPONSES S ] NO RESPONSES
5 _Trustee 26.7% (4)  73.3%8 (1) - wwem- B
55 rmmmﬂmw 818 (45) 127 (7) 5.5% (3)
62 Part-time faculty " | 758 (41) - {17 (p) 65 (4)
. 4 Stl;dent( 75,0 (3) — 25.0 {(1)»
3 President Yo - 1000 13) .
39 ’ fgiinistrator 615 (24) 385 (15)  eeems N
‘/’IQ Dept. -or Div. Chatrman 1000 (10) eeeee e
188 _TOTAL 707 (133) 250 (47) 43 (@)

&£

4. D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT AOMINISTRATORS-~OTHER THAN THE PRESIDENT--SHOULD BE EMPOHERED TO

“ BARGAIN INDEPENDENTLY?

\

: ;ggégusss ) ¥ES NO ' N0 RESPONSES
T8 v Trustee 73.3% (1) 26.7% (4) J— )
55 _Full-tine faculty _ 54.5 (30) 436 (28) - vsx (1)
62 ' Part-time faculty 40.3 (25) 53.2_(33) 6.4 (3{
- 4 Student ©25.0 (1) 75.0 {3) e
8 -, ' Presideq;ﬁ' ‘66.7 (2 33.3 (1) P
T3 " Adninistrator 8.2 (38 12.8 (5) o
10 S - .'Bept. or Div. Chafrman. 60.0 (6) 40.0 (4) = eme-- -
188 TOTAL 58.0 (109) 39.4 (74) 2.7 (5) 2

- ° . !

- 40 -
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5. B0 YOU BELIEVE

R L B A S .

CUCANARYRESHONSES o T ., o

HAT STUDENTS. SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BARGAINING PROCESS?

s

L

TOTAL . - : E
REPONSES / RS ) X NO_RESPORSES -
15, /- Trustee 13.3¢% (2) 86.7% (13) S -
55 . ful!-timerf;"acul'try , 218' (12)° 78.2 (43), Famaea 1
. ”2 : : 'Par}i—'time, faculty 22.6. ﬁ;‘.)i 7.4 [48)_"  leees 11
4 . Student 100.0 @) e _
3 _ President ) _,.-»" B 100.0 (3) T e 1
39 _+__Administrator 35.9 (14). 641 (26) - Eemem ] :
10 ' Dept, or Div. Chairman " 7100'70’{ (10), LT
198 TOTAL ., B 24, 5 (46) 75.5- (142) ..... :
6. 00 You- FAVOR Neaorrgnous AT THE LGCAL LEVEL OR,THE sms LEVEL?
TOTAL ) . '
RESPONSES. - LOGAL "~ STATE NO- RESPONSES® :
:'7‘15 sTrustee - 93.3% (i4) R (1) ——
.55 _ Fuld-time f‘acu‘lty 43.6(24)  54.5 (30), 1.8¢ (1)
62 %rt-tin& facult, 565 (3) \ 0.3 (25) 32 (2)
4 S’;udent : 75.0 (3)¢  25.0 *(1) = eeee- o ,
‘3 Presidenf : 66.'7 12) 33.3 1) R
K 3;‘3 'Mministrator 59.0 (23) 38.5 (1.5)A *2.6 {1)
S (! Dept. or Div. Chairman, 500 (5) 80.0 (5)  mewen- ’ o
188 " TOTAL * 56.4 (106) 5 (78) 2.1 (4) LR
7. DO YOU BELTEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A STATEWIDE SALARY SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FACULTY? 4 _ , , .
TOTAL v . )
RESPONSES YES o NG RESPONSES
15 Trustee ) 40.0%- (6) 60.0% (9  —meem
55 Full-time faculty 74.5 (41)  25.5 (14) = ~eee-
62 Part-time faculty . 7.0 (44) 22.6 (14) 6.5% (4) ;
I St,,'dent S '25.0 (1) 75.0 (3)
3 President -, 66.7 (2) 33.3 (1) eeee-
39 Administrator, 53.8 (21) 4%6.2 (18)  --e-- A T
10 Dept. or Div: Chairman 60.0 (6) . 40.0 (4) R C 7
188 TOTAL . 64.4 (121) . 33.5 (63) 2.1 (8) ... ”

- 4] -
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"CANARY" RESPONSES

- -
-

8, "D YOU BELIEVE THAT COLLECTIVE. BARGAINING FOR CWUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SHOULD-BE LIMITED

.70 THE TMDITIONAL ECGNMIC-ISSUES SUCH AS WAGES AND ‘HOURS?

t

.
-~

ToTAL Y :

RESPONSES . o, YES M N0 RESPONSES
15 o Trustee | /73 (1) - 20,08 (3  e7x (1) -
5 i Full-time faculty' s 127 (1) &3 (8) e
62 _ Par‘tut.jm ,facu}ty’ ] 14.5 () ,'75.8» 47y " 9.7 ‘(5) .
4 . Student _* - 50.0 (2) -50.0 (2)

3 { _President . 100,0 (3) === emoe-
39 Administrator 5§3.8 -{(21) 42.6 (18) —
10 Dept. or Div. Chairman__10-0 (1} 90.0 (8) , - - .
188, o T " 28.7 (54) 62.6 {127) .7 (N .
. F
. \»{\' .
-, ‘~
v
1 %
3
- 3
¥
] Kl
- ]
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’ - - 42 -
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* majority o the members on each review-

. teaching faculty and faculty department

i ] APPENDIX F

Ky

28850869 &

88.50.869 Facully ienure——Rcview committ
asition———Selection of teaching faculty represe
tives) student representative. The review committ
quiref by RCW 28B.50.850 through28B.50.869 s|
compoded of members of the administrative.siaff/a stu-
deny repyesentative, and the teaching faculty,
Jesentativks. of the teaching faculty shall regresent a

The membet representing the teaching fachlty on each
review commitee shall be selected by a mhjority of the
feads acting in
a body. The student representative, who shall be a full
tme student, shif\be chosen by the splident-association
of the particular community college An such manner as
the members thereof'ghatlideterming. [1974 1st ex.s. ¢ 33
$2; 1969 ex.s. c 283 45. Formerly RCW 28.85.869.]

Severshllity——1969 exs\¢ 283 /See pote following RCW
28A.02061,

28B.50.875 Laboratory
safnples, public agencies
Local law, enforcement
agencies that shall be i

ntract with college for.

genci
need of\such service may con-

community colleges may be able
to ?crform under/such terms and conditions as the in-
ity college may deteriine. [1969 ex.s.

erly RCW 28.85.875.]
1969 ex.s. ¢ 261: See note

or t)fe application of the provision to other perso

cirgimstances is not affected. {1969 ex.s. ¢ 223 §

59.910. Prior: 1967 exs. ¢ 8 § 72. Formerly RC
85910,)

Chapter 28B.52
NEGOTIATIONS BY ACADEMIC
PERSONNEL——COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DISTRICTS

Sections
28B.52010 Declaration of purpose.
28852020 Definttions.
ves of employce organua-

288.52.030 Neg y rép
tion—->Authorzed——Subject matter.

28B.52.035 Ncgotiations reduced 1o written agreements——
Restrictions '

28B.52.050 Academic employee may appear in own behalf,

28B.52.060 Ad isury commitiee—e=Compensation—-——Report-—
Recommendations, effect-—=—=Fact-finding and media.

tion activities
21B.52.070 Discrinunation prohibited. ’
28852080 Hoards to adopt rules and r:gul:uons-—w-kcqumﬁ

department services,

288.520%0  Prror agreements

288.52.100 State higher education adnunistrative procedures a€t not
to affect A

28B.52200 Chapler’s scope himited,

[Tithe 288—p 100]

Title 288: Higbe; Educatfon

. 28B.52.010 "Declaration of purpose. Jt is the purposc
of this chapter to strengthen methods of administering
employer-employee relations through the establishment
of orderly methods of communication between aca-
demic €mployees and the co?munily college districts
by which they are employed. {1971 ex.s. ¢ 196 § 1]

28B.52.020 Definitions. As used in this chapter:

*Employee organization” means any organization
which includes as members the academic employees of
a community college district and which has as one of its
purposes the representation of the employees in their
empl8yment relations with the community college
district.

"Academic employee" means any teacher, counselor,

<librarian, or dcYapmcnt head, who is employed by any

community college district, with the exception of the

chief administrative officer of, and any administrator in,

cach community colicge district. .

» Adminisirator" méans any person employed either
full or part time by the.community college district and
who performs administrative functjons as at least fift

rcent or more of his assignments, and has responst-

ilities to hire, dismiss, or discipline other employees.
Administrators shall not be members of the bargaining
unit unless a majority of such administrators and a ma-
jonty of the bargaining unit elect by seeret ballot for
such jnclusion pursuant to rules and regulations as
adoptld in accordarice with RCW 28B.52.080. [1973 Ist
exs.€205§ 1; 1971 ex.s. ¢ 196 § 2]

Seversbility——1973 15 exs, c 205; "If any provision of this 1973
amendatory act, or its application lo any pefson or circumstance is
hetd invalid. the remainder of the act, or the application of the provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances is not affected.” {1972 Ist exs.
¥ 205 § 7.] This applies to RCW 28B.52.020, 28B.52,030, 28B.52.035,
28B.52.060. 28B.52.080 and 28B.52.200.

28B.52.030 Negotiation by rcpresentatives of em-

-ployee erganization——Authorized——Subject mafters

Representatives of an employee organization, which or-
ganization shall by secret ballot have won a majorif ip
an clection to represent the academic”employees within
its community college district, shall have the right, after
using established administrative channels, to meet, con-
fer and negotiate with the board of trustees of the com-

- munity college district or its delegated representative(s)

to communicate the considered professional judgment
of the academic staff prior to the final adoption by the
board of proposed community college district policies
relating to, but not lifnited to, curriculum, textbook se-
lection, in-service training, student- teaching programs.
personnel, hiring and assignment practices, leaves of
absence, salaries and salary schedules and noninstruc-
tional duties. {1973 Istex.s. ¢ 205 § 2: 1971 cx.s.¢ 196 §
3.0 . -

Severabliity—=1973 Ist ex.s. ¢ 205: Sce nole foilowing RCW
18B.52.020.

28B.52.035 Ncgotiations reduced to written agree-
meats——Restrictions. At the conclusion of any negoti-
ation processes as provided for in RCW 28B.52.030.
any matter upon which the parties have reached agree-
micnt shall be reduced to writing and acted upon in a

'#T v w
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EARINGHOUSE FOR .
JUNIOR COLLESE : Colteges Faclltes Aid 288.56.010
INFORMATIO : —
§o 2 regular or spécagl meeting of the boards of trustees, and Severability——1973 iat ex.s. e 205: Sec note following RCW
35, . become past Ok the official proceedings of said board 28852020 . - o
¥ meeting.The feAgth of terms within any such agreement : ‘ ~
‘? * shall be for not more than three fiscal years. These 28B.52,090 Prior sgreements. Nothins in thiswchap-
agreements will not be binding upon future actions of  ter shall be construed to annul’ or modify, or-to pre- .
the legislature. [1973 Ist ex.s. ¢ 205 § 4] clude the rencwal or continuation of, any lawful ;
- - . . agreement heretofore entdred into between any com- _
‘ iy 1973 st exs. ¢ 205: See note following RCW mg;nity college district and any representative of):'ts cm-
) © . ployees: {1971 ex.s. ¢ 196 §°8)
23B52.050 Academic eniployee may-appear in own P
. behalf. Nothing in this chapter shall prohibit any aca-A  28B.52.100 State bigher education administrative
demic employee from appearing in his own behalf on procedures act not to affect. Contracts or agreements, or
. matters relating to his employment relations with the”  any provision thereof entered into between boards of
community college district. {1971 ek.s. c 196 § 4. trustees and employees organizations pursuant to this
. chapler shall not be affected 913' or be subject to chapter
28B.52.060  Advisory committee~——Compensa- 28B.19 RCW. [1971 ex5.c 196 § 9.}
tion——Report—Recommendations, effect—Fact~ .
. finding-and mediation activitles. In addition to.the au- . 23B.52 200 Chapter's scope limited., Nothing in ‘
thority to convene an impasse committee, the director~  chapter 28B.52 RCW as now or hereafter -amended
dof the state system-of community colleges is authorized shafl’ compel either party to agree to a proposal or to
. to conduct fact-finding and mediation activities upan  uke a concession, nor shall any provision in chapter
’ the consent of both parties as a means of assisting in  28p.5) RCW as now or- hereafter amended be con-
- the sctlement of unresolved matters considered under ¢\ 4 as limiting. or. precluding the exercise by each
this chapter. . ) community "college board of trustees of any powers or
In the event that any matier being jointly considered  yties authorized or provided to it by law unless such .
¢ by the employee organization and the board of tristees  exercise it contrary to the terms and conditions of any
" of the community college district is not scttled by the "awful negotiated agreement. [1973 Ist exs. ¢ 205§ 6. -
means provilled in this-chapter, either party, twenty~ . ’
four hours after serving written notice of its intended Severabllity-—-1373 ot exs. ¢ A45: Sce note following RCW
action to the other party, may, with the concurrence of ~ 233520%0. ‘. ‘
the director, request the assistance and advice of a '
commitice appointed by the. director. This committee
j may make a written report with recommendations to
both parties within twenty calendar days of receipt of
" the request for assistance. Any recommendations of the
*  committee shall be advisory only arid not binding upon - .
. ) the board of trustees or the employee organization. )
The state board for community college education is
A authorized to make rules governing the operations of
impasse committees. {1973 [st ex.s. ¢ 205 § 3; 1971 ex.st
) c196§5.) ‘
. Seversbllity—1973 Ist exs. ¢ 285: See note following RCW
23B.52.020,
28B.56.070 .
28B.52.070 Discrimination prohlbitcd. Boards of  22B.56.080
trustees of community college districts or any adminis- 56
trative officer thereof shall not discriminate against aca- 28B.55.0% '
vdemic employees or applicante for such positions  28p6.10 brop ts bond redermp
blccausc of their membership or nonmembership in em- tion fu ted——Tax receipts in—
ployce organizations or their exercise of other rights
¢ Sndér thisgchaptcr.[l97l exs.c 196§ 6] ¢ B0 pmpan m“"n';g;:f;_ .
N N tjén
28B.52.080 Boards to. adopt rules and regula- iy . .
tions—Request for department- services. Boards of 28B.56.010" Purpose. The community xolleges of the

* trustees of community college districts shall 2dopt rea-
sonable rules and regulations for the administration of
employer-employee relations under this chapter. The

- boards may request the services of the department of
labor and indusiries to assist in the conduction of certi-
fication clections as provided for in RCW 28B.52.030.

{1973 Ist ex.s.c 205§ 5; 1971 ex.s.c 196 § 7,

ERIC

r
f
3

state of Washington have more than doubled their en-
rollment dinct 1966, including a thret hundixd percent
in” occupational education. The capial fund
resoyres of the state community college system wre not
adeduate to meet the facility needs of today's #tudents.

jor increments of community college facilities wilhbe
eeded to serve the still growing numbers of commuti

. [Titte 28B—p 101}
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